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DEPOSITED BY THE 
DINITED STATES OF AMERICA 


EDUCATION BEYOND THE HIGH SCHOOL AND 
FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 


FRIDAY, JULY 20, 1956 


Unrrep Srates SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION OF THE 
ComMITTre ON Lapor AND Pusiic, WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9: 45 a. m., in room F-82, 
United States Capitol, Senator James E. Murray, presiding. 

Present: Senators Murray, Hill, and Smith of New Jersey. 

Also present: Stewart E. McClure, staff director; Michael Bern- 
stein, minority staff director; John E. Forsythe, general counsel ; and 
Mary DiDio, professional staff member. 

Senator Murray. We will proceed with the meeting. The meeting 
will be in order, please. 

This meeting this morning is called to hear testimony on two bills. 
The first is S. 4211 to encourage and assist the States in the establish- 
ment of State committees on education beyond the high school, and 
for other purposes. 

And H. R. 11695, to amend Public Laws 815 and 874. 

(S. 4211, H. R. 11695, and the reports of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, and the Bureau of the Budget are as 
follows :) 

[S. 4211, 84th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To encourage and assist the States in the establishment of State committees on 
education beyond the high school, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Congress hereby finds and declares 
that the impending great increases in enrollment in higher education institu- 
tions, the great national need for increased numbers of scientists, engineers, 
teachers, technicians, nurses, and other trained personnel, the rapid changes 
in conditions which necessitate additional education for many adults, and the 
dependence of the national security on the research and advanced preparation 
provided by educational institutions, combine to make it imperative that imme- 
diate stimulus be given to planning and action throughout the Nation which will 
meet adequately the needs for education beyond the high school. 

Sec. 2. (a) To encourage and assist each State to provide for a State com- 
mittee on education beyond the high school, composed of educators and other 
interested citizens, to consider educational problems beyond the high school and 
to make recommendations for appropriate action to be taken by public and private 
agencies at local, State, regional, and Federal levels, there is hereby authorized 
to be appropriated the sum of $800,000. Sums appropriated pursuant to this 
section shall be allotted to the States on the basis of their respective populations 
according to the latest figures certified by the Department of Commerce except 
that no State’s allotment shall be less than $7,500. 

(b) The Commissioner of Education shail pay its allotment to each State 
which, through its Governor or other State official designated by the Governor, 
undertakes to accept and use the sums so paid exclusively for the purposes set 
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forth in subsection (a), including the expenses of studies and conferences, and 
to have its State committee on education beyond the high school make a re- 
port of its findings and recommendations to the Commissioner for the use of 
the President’s Committee on Education Beyond the High School. Sums ap- 
propriated pursuant to this section shall remain available until June 30, 1958, and 
any such sums remaining unpaid to the States or unobligated by them as of 
that date shall be returned to the Treasury. 

Sec. 3. (a) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1957, and the fiscal year ending June 30, 1958, such sums 
as the Congress may determine, for the administration of this act and the ex- 
penses of the President’s Committee on Education Beyond the High School. 

(b) Persons (other than those whose travel expenses are payable from al- 
lotments under section (2) (a)), while away from their homes or regular 
places of business at conferences called by the President’s Committee, and mem- 
bers of the Committee, while attending conferences or on other business of the 
Committee away from their homes or regular places of business, may be al- 
lowed travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of subsistence, as authorized 
by law (5 U. 8. C, 73b-2) for persons in the Government service employed 
intermittently. 

(c) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare is authorized to ap- 
point, without regard to the civil-service laws, an executive director for the 
President’s Committee at a salary to be fixed by the Secretary, but not in 
excess of $14,000 per annum. 

Sec. 5. The Commissioner is authorized to accept funds, equipment, personal 
services, and facilities donated for purposes of this act and to use the same 
in accordance with such purposes. 

Sec. 5. For the purposes of this act the term “State’’ includes the District of 
Columbia, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. 





[H. R. 11695, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


AN ACT To extend until. June 30, 1958, the programs of financial assistance in the con- 
struction and operation of schools in areas affected by Federal activities under the 
provisions of Public Laws 815 and 874, Eighty-first Congress, and to make certain 
other changes in such provisions 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, 


TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAW 815, EIGHT Y-FIRST CONGRESS 


Sec. 101. Subsection (e) of section 209 of the Act of September 23, 1950 (Public 
Law 815, Eighty-first Congress), as amended, is amended by striking out “1957” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “1959”. 

Sec. 102. The third sentence of paragraph (1) of section 210 of such Act is 
amended by inserting “(A)” after “includes” and by inserting immediately before 
the period at the end thereof a comma and the following: “and (B) any school 
which is providing flight training to members of the Air Force under contractual 
arrangements with the Department of the Air Force at an airport which is 
owned by a State or a political subdivision of a State”. 

Sec. 103. Section 301 of such Act is amended by striking out “three” and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof “five”. 

Sec. 104. The first sentence of section 303 of such Act is amended by striking 
out “1956” and inserting in lieu thereof “1958”. 

Sec. 105. (a) The first sentence of section 304 (a) of such Act is amended by 
striking out “1955-1956” and inserting in lieu thereof “1957-1958”, 

(b) The last sentence of section 304 (a) of such Act is amended by striking out 
clause (A) and inserting in lieu thereof the following new clause: “(A) are built 
or under contract as of the date on which the Commissioner set, under section 303, 
the earliest date on or before which the application for such projects is filed, or”. 

Sec. 106. (a) Subsection (a) of section 305 of such Act is amended— 

(1) by striking out “1953-1954” each time it appears therein and inserting 
in lieu thereof “1955-1956” ; 
. oz by striking out “1955-1956” and inserting in lieu thereof “1957- 


(3) by inserting in paragraph (2) immediately after “such agency is 
situated” a period and the following: “A child of a parent who commenced 
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residing in or. near the school district of such an agency while assigned to 
employment, as a member of the Armed Forces on active duty, on Federal 
property (situated in whole or in part in the same State as the school district 
of such agency or within reasonable commuting distance from such school 
district) and who was subsequently assigned elsewhere on active duty as a 
member of the Armed Forces, shall continue to be considered as residing 
with a parent employed on such Federal property, for purposes of this para- 
graph and paragraph (1) of this subsection, for so long as the parent is so 
assigned” ; 

(4) by striking out all of the first sentence of paragraph (3) thereof which 
follows “such agency is situated” and inserting in lieu thereof the follow- 
ing: “; but this paragraph (3) shall not apply if, within ninety days follow- 
ing the filing by such agency of an application in accordance with regulations 
prescribed under section 306 (a), the President finds (A) that no portion 
of the school district is in an area in which a defense plant or installation 
has been or is to be provided, or an existing defense plant or installation has 
been or is to be reactivated or its operation substantially expanded, or (B) 
that no substantial in-migration of defense workers or military personne! is 
required to carry out activities at any such plant or installation, or (C) after 
consultation with the Commissioner, that the minimum school facilities 
required for the free public education of the children of such defense workers 
or military personel are available.” ; and 

(5) by inserting immediately before the period at the end thereof a colon 
and the following: “Provided, That if the Commissioner finds, with respect 
to a number of such children who during the regular school year 1955-1956 
attended school facilities owned by the Federal Government and used by such 
agency, (A) that such school facilities used for such children can be more 
appropriately used for different school purposes or are no longer available 
for school purposes, and (B) that such agency will submit with its applica- 
tion under this title a project to provide school facilities for such children, 
such children shall be counted as an increase under paragraph (1) or (2) of 
this subsection as the case may be, and shall be deemed to be without school 
facilities at the close of the regular school year 1957-1958 for purposes of 
section 304 (a)”, 

(b) Subsection (c) of section 305 is amended by striking out “1953-1954” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “1955-56” and by inserting immediately before the period 
at the end thereof the following: “: Provided, That children residing on any 
housing property which, prior to sale by the United States, was considered to be 
Federal property for the purposes of this Act, shall not be considered as having 
been federally connected in determining the eligibility of the local educational 
agency under this subsection”. 

(c) Subsection (d) of section 305 is amended (1) by striking out “regular 
school year 1955-1956” and inserting in lieu thereof “regular school year 1957- 
1958”, (2) by striking out “110 per centum” and inserting in lieu thereof “107 
per centum”, (3) by striking out “regular school year 1953-1954” and inserting 
in lieu thereof “regular school year 1955-1956”, and (4) by striking out “1953— 
1954 and 1955-56” and inserting in lieu thereof “1955-1956 and 1957-1958”. 

Sec. 107. Subsection (b) of section 306 of such Act is amended by inserting 
immediately before the period at the end thereof the following: “: Provided, 
That the Commissioner may approve any application for payments under this 
title at any time after it is filed and before any priority is established with respect 
thereto under section 303 if he determines that— 

“(1) on the basis of information in his possession, it is likely that the 
urgency of the need of the local educational agency is such that it would 
have a priority under section 303 which would qualify it for payments under 
this title when such priorities are established, and 

“(2) the number of children in the increase under section 305 (a) is in 
large measure attributable to children who reside or will reside in housing 
newly constructed on Federal property.” 

Sec. 108. Section 310 of such Act is amended by striking out “1956” and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof “1958”. 

Sec. 109. Subsection (b) of section 401 of such Act is amended (1) by striking 
out “two succeeding fiscal years” and inserting in lieu thereof “four succeeding 
years”, (2) by striking out “$20,000,000” and inserting in lieu thereof “$40,000- 
000”, and (3) by striking out “1956” and inserting in lieu thereof “1958”. 

Sec. 110. The amendments made by this title shall become effective July 1, 1956. 
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TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAW 874, 
EIGHTY-FIRST CONGRESS 


Sec. 201. Subsection (a) of section 2 of the Act of September 30, 1950 (Public 
Law 874, Bighty-first Congress), as amended, is amended by striking out “six 
succeeding fiscal years” and inserting in lieu thereof “seven succeeding fiscal 
ears”. 

. Sec. 202. Subsection (a) of section 3 of such Act is amended (1) by striking 
out “1957” and inserting in lieu thereof “1958” and (2) by strking out “the 
preceding fiscal year” and inserting in lieu thereof “such fiseal year”. 

Sec. 203. Subsection (b) of section 3 of such Act is amended (1) by striking 
out “the preceding fiscal year” and inserting in lieu thereof “such fiscal year”, 
(2) by striking out “(other than those specified in subsection (a) hereof”, and 
(3) by adding at the end thereof the following new sentences: “A child of a 
parent who commenced residing in or near the school district of such an agency 
while assigned to employment, as a member of the Armed Forces on active duty, 
on Federal property (situated in whole or in part in the same State as the school 
district of such agency or within reasonable commuting distance from such 
school district) and who was subsequently assigned elsewhere on active duty 
as a member of the Armed Forces, shall continue to be considered as resulting 
with a parent employed on such Federal property for so long as the parent is 
so assigned elsewhere. If both subsection (a) and this subsection apply to a 
child, the local educational agency shall elect which of such subsections shall 
apply to such child.”’. 

Sec. 204. (a) Subsection (c) of section 3 of such Act is amended by striking 
out paragraph (1) thereof and inserting the following new paragraphs in lieu 
thereof : 

“(e) (1) The amount to which a local educational agency is entitled under 
this section for any fiscal year ending prior to July 1, 1958, shall be an amount 
equal to (A) the local contribution rate (determined under subsection (4d) ) 
multiplied by (B) the sum of the number of children determined under subsec- 
tion (a) and one-half of the number determined under subsection (b). 

““(2) No local educational agency shall be entitled to receive any payment 
for a fiscal year with respect to a number of children determined under subsec- 
tion (a) or subsection (b), as the case may be, unless the number of children 
who were in average daily attendance during such year and to whom such 
subsection applies— 

“(A) is ten or more; and 

“(B) amounts to 3 per centum or more of the total number of children 
who were in average daily attendance during such year and for whom such 
agency provided free public education. 

Notwithstanding the provisions of clause (B) of this paragraph, the Commis- 
sioner may waive the 3 per centum condition of entitlement contained in such 
clause whenever, in his judgment, exceptional circumstances exist which would 
make the application of such condition inequitable and would defeat the pur- 
poses of this Act. 

“(3) Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this section, where the 
average daily attendance at the schools of any local educational agency during 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, exceeded 35,000— 

“(A) such agency’s percentage requirement for eligibility (as set forth 
in paragraph (2) of this subsection) shall be 6 per centum instead of 3 per 
centum (and those provisions of such paragraph (2) which relate to the 
lowering of the percentage requirement shall not apply) ; and 

“(B) in determining the number of children under subsection (a) or (b) 
with respect to whom such agency is entitled to receive payment, the agency 
shall be entitled to receive payment with respect to only so many of the 
number of children whose attendance serves as the basis for eligibility 
under such subsection, as exceeds 3 per centum of the number of all chil- 
dren in average daily attendance at the schools of such agency during the 
fiscal year for which payment is to be made.” 

(b) Paragraph (2) of subsection (c) of section 3 of such Act is amended (1) 
by redesignating such paragraph as paragraph (4), (2) by striking out “1957” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “1958”, (3) by striking out “the preceding fiscal 
year” and inserting in lieu thereof “such fiscal year”, (4) by striking out “suc 
ceeding fiscal year” and inserting in lieu thereof “two succeeding fiscal years”, 
(5) by striking out “the preceding year” and inserting in lieu thereof “such 


year”, and (6) by striking out “such preceding year” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “such year”. 
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(c) Subsection (e) of section 3 of such Act is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

“(5) The determinations whether a local educational agency has met the 
percentage requirements for eligibility under paragraphs (2), (3), or (4) of 
this subsection for any fiscal year shall be made on the basis of estimates by 
the Commissioner made prior to the close of such year, except that an under- 
estimate made by the Commissioner pursuant to the foregoing provisions of this 
sentence shall not operate to deprive an agency of its entitlement to any pay- 
ments under this section to which it would be entitled had the estimate been 
accurate.” 

Sec. 205. Subsection (d) of section 3 of such Act is amended (1) by striking 
out “generally comparable” and inserting in lieu thereof “most nearly com- 
parable” and (2) by amending the next to the last sentence thereof to read as 
follows: “In no event shall the local contribution rate for any local educational 
agency in any State in the continental United States for any fiscal year be less 
than (i) 50 percentum of the average per pupil expenditure in such State or 
(ii) the national average per pupil local contribution rate but not to exceed the 
average per pupil expenditure in such State. For purposes of the preceding 
sentence ‘average per pupil expenditure in such State’ means the aggregate current 
expenditures, during the second fiscal year preceding the fiscal year for which 
the computation is made, of all local educational agencies in such State (without 
regard to the sources of funds from which such expenditures are made), divided 
by the aggregate number of children in average daily attendance to whom such 
agencies provided free public education during such second preceding fiscal year; 
and ‘national average per pupil local contribution rate’ means the aggregate 
amounts to which local educational agencies in the continental United States 
became entitled under section 3 (c) (1) for such second preceding fiscal year, 
divided by the aggregate number of children used under section 3 (c) (1) in 
computing such amounts (counting children under section 3 (b) as one-half 
those under section 3 (a)).” 

Sec. 206. Section 3 of such Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection ; 


“ADJUSTMENT FOR CERTAIN DECREASES IN FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 


“(f) Whenever the Commissioner determines that— 

“(1) a local educational agency has made preparations to provide during 
a fiscal year free public education for a certain number of children to whom 
subsection (a) or (b) applies; 

(2) such preparations were in his judgment reasonable in the light of 
the information available to such agency at the time such preparations were 
made ; and 

“(3) sueh number has been substantially reduced by reason of a decrease 
in or cessation of Federal activities or by reason of a failure of any of such 
activities to occur, 

the amount to which such agency is otherwise entitled under this section for 
such year shall be increased to the amount to which, in the judgement of the 
Commissioner, such ageney would have been entitled but for such decrease in or 
éeessation of Federal activities or the failure of such activities to occur, minus any 
reduction in current expenditures for such year which the Commissioner deter- 
mines that such agency has effected, or reasonably should have effected, by 
reason of such decrease in or cessation of Federal activities or the failure of 
such activities to occur.” 

Sec. 207. Subsection (a) of section 4 of Such Act is amended (1) by striking 
out “1957” both times it appears therein and inserting in lieu thereof “1958”, 
and (2) by striking out “section 2 of’’. 

Sec. 208. Subsection (c) of section 4 of such Act is amended to read as follows: 


“COUNTING OF CERTAIN CHILDREN 


“(c) In determining under subsection (a) whether there has been an increase 
in attendance in any fiscal year directly resulting from activities of the United 
States and the number of children with respect to whom payment is to be made 
for any fiscal year, the Commissioner shail not count— - 

“(A) children with respect to whom a local educational agency is, or upon 
application would be, entitled to receive any payment under section 3 for 
such fiscal year, and 
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“(B) children whose attendance is attributable to activities of the United 

States carried on in connection with real property which has been excluded 
from the definition of Federal property by the last sentence of paragraph 
(1) of section 9.” 

Sec. 209. Subsection (c) of section 5 of such Act is amended by striking out 
“subsection (c) (2)” and inserting in lieu thereof “subsection (c) (4).” 

Sec. 210. Subsection (d) of section 8 of such Act is amended by striking out 
“1957” and inserting in lieu thereof “1958.” 

Sec. 211. The third sentence of paragraph (1) of section 9 of such Act is 
amended by inserting “(A)” after “such term includes” and by inserting imme- 
diately before the period at the end thereof a comma and the following: “(B) 
for one year beyond the end of the fiscal year following the sale thereof by the 
United States, any housing property considered prior to such sale to be Federal 
property for the purposes of this Act, and (C) any school which is providing 
flight training to members of the Air Force under contractual arrangements with 
the Department of the Air Force at an airport which is owned by a State or a 
political subdivision of a State.” 

Sec. 212. Subsection (a) of section 10 of such Act is amended by striking out 
“either of the two” and inserting in lieu thereof “any of the three.” 

Sec. 213. The amendments made by this title shall become effective July 1, 1956. 

Passed the House of Representatives July 7, 1955. 

Attest: 


RALPH R. Roserts, Clerk. 






EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 


Washington, D. C., July 24, 1956. 
Hon. Lister H1Ix1, 


Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This will acknowledge your letter of July 18, 1956, 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on 8S. 4211, to encourage and 
assist the States in the establishment of State committees on education beyond 
the high school, and for other purposes. 

The bill would authorize grants to the States to provide for these State com- 
mittees in furtherance of the plans of the National Committee on Education 
Beyond the High School appointed by the President last April. It also would 
authorize the appropriation of funds for administration of the grants and for the 
activities of the President’s Committee and would provide for the appointment of 
an executive director for the President Committee. 

In our letter of July 12, 1956, containing the views of the Bureau of the Budget 
on 8. 4081, which provided only for grants to the States for committees on educa- 
tion beyond the high school, we recommended enactment of the bill with the 
amendment proposed by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to 
authorize an appropriation to finance the President’s Committee. The subject bill 
combines the provisions of S. 4081 and the proposed amendment. 

Accordingly the Bureau of the Budget recommends enactment of 8S. 4211 as in 
accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert E. MERRIAM, 
Assistant to the Director. 















DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 


July 19, 1956. 
Hon. Lister HI, 


Chairman, Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare, United States Senate. 


Deak MR. CHAIRMAN: Submitted herewith is a report of this Department on 
H. R. 11695, a bill to extend until June 30, 1958, the programs of financial assist- 
ance in the construction’ and operation of schools in areas affected by Federal 
activities under the provisions of Public Laws 815 and 874, 81st Congress, and to 
make certain other changes in such provisions which is now pending before 
your committee. 

The last date for filing applications under titles III and IV of the present Public 
Law 815 was June 30, 1956. The bill would extend this date to June 30, 1958. It 
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would also extend Public Law 874 for 1 year, so that it would expire on June 30, 
1958, instead of June 30, 1957. In addition, the bill would make various sub- 
stantive amendments to these two laws. 

The Department has recommended a 2-year extension of titles III and IV of 
Public Law 815 by the present Congress, and would have no objection to a l-year 
extension of Public Law 874 if the committee should desire to have both laws 
expire on the same date. We also favor the provision in H. R. 11695, which would 
increase the present $20 million appropriation authorization under title IV to 
$40 million. The present $20 million ceiling has been reached and the additional 
$20 million authorization is necessary for financing this title over the next 2 years. 

The need for extension of title III of Public Law 815 is particularly urgent. It 
arises from the very substantia! program of military family housing, authorized 
by the 84th Congress, Ist session (Public Law 345). Seventy thousand family 
housing units out of 100,000 that are authorized on Federal property already have 
been allocated by the Secretary of Defense and the entire program will have been 
committed by September 30, 1956. Apprpoximately 25,000 additional housing 
units have been authorized to be constructed on Federal property from funds 
appropriated directly to the Department of Defense. 

Title IV of Public Law 815 should also be extended for 2 additional years to 
permit completion of the program of assistance in construction of schools in dis- 
tricts providing education to substantial numbers of children residing on tax- 
exempt Federal property (mostly Indian reservations). 

As to the other amendments contained in H. R. 11695 the Department recom- 
mends against their enactment, at least at this time. The Commissioner of Edu- 
cation has appointed a group of consultants to study and evaluate these laws 
with a view to the development of recommendations for presentation to the next 
session of Congress. We believe that piecemeal amendment of these laws in 
the manner proposed by H. R. 11695 is unsound and that congressional considera- 
tion of these and other amendments should await the results of the comprehensive 
review now underway. 

A full explanation of each of these amendments, together with the supporting 
arguments, appears in the report of the House Committee on Education and 
Labor (Rept. No. 2357). The attached comments on these substantive amend- 
ments clearly shows, we believe, how in each case the amendment is either (1) 
unnecessary because the objective can be accomplished under existing law or (2) 
represents an unsound or extremely dubious departure from the basic principles 
underlying these laws as originally enacted. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 


M. B. Forsom, Secretary. 


AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAW 815 


Cost of the proposed amendments 


The extension of titles III and IV of Public Law 815 for an additional 2-year 
period without other amendment except to raise the appropriation ceiling in title 
IV, is estimated to cost $140 million, of which $20 million is for title IV and the 
remaining $120 million for title III. The additional amendments to title III 
added by H. R. 11695 will increase this cost by an estimated $6 million as follows: 


Estimated cost 
Making certain flight training schools Federal property by defini- 
Negligible 


90-day limitation on defense area finding under sec. 305 (a) (3)... Negligible 


Counting children of Armed Forces personnel assigned overseas, 
Negligible 


der certain conditions 000 


$800, 
Counting children in Federal housing property after sale thereof... 2, 500, 000 
Reduction in non-Federal growth requirement 


Flight training schools under contract with Air Force (sec. 102 of H. R. 11695) 


The bill would change the definition of Federal property now covered by section 
210 (1) of the act so as to include as Federal property for purposes of payments 
under title III schools—not owned, leased, or operated by the Federal Govern- 











s STATE COMMITTEES ON EDUCATION BEYOND HIGH SCHOOL 






ment—which provide flight training to members of the Air Force under con- 
tractual arrangements with that Department, if the training is provided at an 
airport owned by a State or a political subdivision of that State. The effect of 
the amendment would be to permit a local educational agency having in its school 
membership children of persons who live at any such schools, or whose parents are 
employed at any such schools, to count them as children of parents residing or 
working on Federal property in determining eligibility for, and amount of, pay- 
ments under section 305 (a) (1) or (2) of the act. 

To do as this amendment proposes, namely, to count the children in these Fed- 
eral contract situations as if they lived with a parent on Federal property or 
had a parent employed on Federal property, when they do neither, would be to 
depart radically from the concept of the Federal Government’s assumption of 
the role of local taxpayer with respect to the schools constructed and operated 
for children directly connected with Federal property that pays no taxes for 
school support. The airports on which these fiight training schools are con- 
ducted are nontaxable, not by reason of any tax immunity imposed by the Fed- 
eral Government, but by reason of the fact that they are owned by counties or 
cities. Some may be similar to certain war housing projects, in that they once 
were Federal property but were transferred to cities and counties and accepted 
by them. 

It should be noted, too, that the flight training schools on these airports are 
operated for profit, like other private enterprises that may be operated fully or 
partly under Federal contracts. The county or city which owns the airport 
could, if it chose, realize revenues for school and other purposes from their leases 
to flight training schools. The problem to which this bill is addressed would, 
therefore, appear to lend itself quite readily to local solution through appropriate 
charges for the use of local property, rather than by amendment to Public Law 
815. 

Finally, the school districts that educate the children of these flight training 
school employees may count the increase in the number of such children as rep- 
resenting a sudden and substantial impact, in applications for which they may 
otherwise be eligible under subsection 305 (a) (3) of Public Law 815, the same 


as if the parents of the children were employed in any other Government contract 
activity. 


Ninety-day limitation on defense area finding (sec. 106 (a) (4) of H. R. 11695) 


Section 305 (a) (3) of the present act authorizes payments to needy school 
districts which experience substantial increases in their school enrollments as a 
direct result of increased Federal activities carried on directly or through a 
contractor. The present law requires (1) that any such school district be 
located in an area in which a defense plant is being newly established or substan- 
tially expanded, (2) that the activities of such plant require a substantial immi- 
gration of defense workers of military personnel, and (3) that there be a short- 
age of school facilities for the children of these persons—all as found by the 
President. The amendment proposed by H. R. 11695 provides that unless a nega- 
tive finding on any 1 of these 3 tests is made within 90 days of the filing of an 
application for such payments (assuming the application is complete and in all 
other respects complies with applicable regulations) the determination of eligi- 
bility must be made without regard to this requirement. 

The President by Executive order has designated the Office of Defense Mobiliza- 
tion as responsible for that part of the finding which relates to defense plants, the 
Department of Labor for that part regarding immigration of defense personnel, 
and the Commissioner of Education for that part having to do with shortages in 
school facilities. The entire finding has in the past taken an average of 5 to 6 
months to complete under present procedures. 

The Department is exploring with the other agencies concerned, methods for 
speeding up these procedures, and believes that the time required for the findings 
can and should be greatly reduced. Thus, the objective of this amendment, that 
is, to speed up this administrative process, can be achieved administratively in 
most if not all cases under existing law. Moreover, it seems essentially unsound 
to waive the defense-area requirement entirely if, in a particularly difficult case, 
the finding could not be completed within the 90-day period specified in the bill. 
There is very little, if any justification for Federal grants in these situations 
other than that the construction will contribute to the defense effort, and the 
defense-area requirement is designed to limit Federal payments to situations 
where the construction can, in fact, be justified as a defense measure. 
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Children of members of the Armed Forces assigned overseas or elsewhere (sec. 
106 (a) (3) of H.R. 11695) 


This amendment would change paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 305 (a) of 
the present law so as to permit a local educational agency to continue to count 
children of members of the Armed Forces “as children residing with parents 
employed on Federal property” for purposes of these paragraphs, after their 
parents have ceased to be employed on Federal property in the same State or 
within reasonable commuting distance of the school district, by reason of their 
assignment overseas or elsewhere. 

This amendment would clearly represent a step in the direction of making Fed- 
eral payments available for the education of children of all members of the uni- 
formed services without regard to whether they or their families live on tax- 
exempt federally owned property in or near the schoo! district, and thus would 
represent a sharp departure from the basic justification for Federal payments, 
that is, the tax exemption on federally owned property. 


Counting children transferred from a Government-owned school to a school to 
be built and owned by a local educational agency (sec. 106 (a) (5) of H. R. 
11695) 


The amendment would add a new provision to section 305 (a) of the law to 
permit a local educational agency to obtain Federal payments to aid in con- 
structing an off-base school to house children presently attending a school oper- 
ated by the local educational agency but owned by the Federal Government. 

The net effect of this amendment is to authorize lk ederal payments during the 
ensuing 2-year period to meet school construction needs which may not arise 
during this period. If a school district can show that by June 30, 1958 (the new 
expiration date of Public Law 815 as it would be amended by H. R. 11695) it 
will experience an increase in federally conducted enrollments of sufficient size 
to meet the requirements of the law, it can qualify for Federal payments under 
the formulas now set forth in the law without need of recourse to this amend- 
ment. The situation to which this amendment is addressed, as set out on pages 5 
and 6 of the House committee report on this bill, involves the construction of a 
new off-base high school, and the use of an existing on-base high school for ele- 
mentary schoolchildren, but there is no requirement that the anticipated increase 
in federally connected high school or elementary schoolchildren over the 2-year 
period, July 1, 1956 to June 30, 1958, will be such as to require full use of both 
the old and the new schools. 

While it may be conceded that prudent long-range school-construction planning 
on the part of school districts in s:tuations such as that covered by this amend- 
ment, would indicate the desirability of the construction of the new off-base 
high school, it is highly questionable whether the Federal Government should 
make construction grants based on such long-range planning under a law of the 
temporary and emergency character of Public Law 815. Thorough reconsidera- 
tion of the nature and purposes of Public Law 815 should precede adoption of an 
amendment such as this. 


Housing property after sale by United States (sec. 106 (a) of H. R. 11695) 


The Federal Government is now disposing of Federal housing projects to local 
purchasers as rapidly as sales of such units can be arranged. Federal public 
housing projects are included as Federal property within the provisions of Public 
Law 815 and thus the children residing in these housing units are part of the 
Federal impact claimed for purposes of Public Law 815. However, when such 
units are transferred or relinquished to private or other non-Federal ownership 
the Federal connection terminates for Public Law 815 purposes and for periods 
thereafter such children are not counted as federally connected children. 

The proposed amendment provides that the children who were in the Federal 
housing transferred to private ownership or relinquished to a local jurisdic- 
tion shall be removed from the count of Federally connected children in the base 
year on which the increase for eligibility is computed, as well as from the 
increase period. 

When Federal ownership of such housing property terminates, the taxable 
status of the property becomes a matter for determination by the State and 
local authorities concerned. If it is transferred to private ownership, the State 
or local taxing authorities can and will realize revenues from the new owners, 
and if it is publicly owned by the city or county, revenues can be realized from 
rentals, these revenues become available for school construction financing. 

Since the Federal Government has, in all likelihood, already made pay- 
ments to help build schools to house the children who lived in the housing units 
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while the units were federally owned, the school districts in which such units 
are located have actually been advantaged by their transfer to private or 
public ownership—they have schools newly built with the aid of Federal funds 
as well as the right to tax or collect rentals from the units themselves. 

The effect of this amendment is to treat such school districts as if the 
housing units had never been owned by the Federal Government and as if no 
payments under Public Law 815 had ever been made on account of the Federal 
ownership, so that if they experience a new influx of federally connected children 
they can get full Public Law 815 payments on these new children without the 
adjustments that would occur under existing law. 

One of the difficult problems in justifying Federal payments for school con- 
struction under title III of Public Law 815 arises from the fact that the pay- 
ments are made for the construction of school buildings which have a useful 
life of 30 or 40 years, although they are based on the school attendance of 
federally connected children for only 1 or 2 years. This has been justified 
in the past on the presumption that Federal ownership of the tax-exempt prop- 
erty involved will continue for an indefinite period (perhaps for the life of the 
building), so that the Federal payment is in compensation for the loss of 
revenues for a long period of time rather than in compensation for loss only 
during the year in which the child was counted for payment purposes. This 
presumption must not be indulged in where it is known at the time of the pay- 
ment that the Federal property has been sold, so that over the entire life 
of the school building the property will not enjoy any Federal tax immunity 
and will provide a source of revenue to the school district. 


Reduction in percentage requirement relating to increases in nonfederally 
connected children (sec, 106 (c) of H. R. 11965) 


Under existing law, if a local educational agency experiences, during the 2- 
year period ending June 30, 1956, less than a 10-percent increase in nonfederally 
connected children, the number of federally connected children it can count 
toward Federal payments will be reduced. Under the amendment a local educa- 
tional agency would need to have only a 7-percent increase in nonfederally 
connected children over the 2-year period ending June 30, 1958, in order to 
avoid a reduction under section 305 (d). 

This non-Federal growth requirement was placed in the act because it was 
believed that most other rapidly growing school districts in the Nation at that 
time could expect to receive a normal increase in school membership of about 5 
percent a year, or 10 percent for each 2-year period covered by each increase 
period specified in Public Law 815. It was felt that federally connected districts 
should absorb without Federal payment as much non-Federal growth in school 
membership as the normal membership increases experienced on a nationwide 
basis. 

For the past 10 years the average annual increase in school membership, 
although varying slightly from year to year, has been approximately 4 per- 
cent, only slightly below the 5 percent increase factor which was incorporated 
in the amendment enacted by Public Law 246. 

This requirement is but one of the several elements in the formulas for 
determining eligibility for and the amount of payments under the act and 
should not be changed without careful reexamination of all the elements of 
the formulas. Whether a change in the percentage increase factor is warranted 
and whether the one here proposed is fair and equitable is properly a matter 
that should be considered and decided by Congress after it has been reviewed by 
the consultants appointed for this purpose by the Commissioner. 


Advance approval and payment on certain applications (sec. 107 of H. R. 11695) 


This amendment authorizes the Commissioner of Education to approve applica- 
tions for payment purposes in advance of the cutoff dates established by him 
for priority purposes under section 303 of the law, in situations which involve 
urgent needs for new schools to house increased school enrollments occasioned by 
new Federal housing projects constructed on Federal property. Its object is to 
get urgently needed school construction underway as rapidly as possible in 
those districts that are likely to have a high priority without waiting until the 
cutoff date to approve the application. 

While this objective is laudable and its achievement somewhat facilitated by 
the amendment (and a corollary amendment at sec. 105 (b) of the bill), 
the same objective could be accomplished in substantial measure by changes in 
regulations and other appropriate administrative action, under existing law. 
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AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAW 874 


Costs of the proposed amendments 


The annual cost of an extension of Public Law 874 for fiscal years 1957 and 
1958, without amendments, is estimated at $79 million and $85 million, respec- 
tively. The estimated cost of the amendments made by H. R. 11695 is $34 million 
for each year. Thus the total estimated cost of Public Law 874 as it would be 
amended by H. R. 11695 is $113 million of fiscal 1957 and $119 million for fiscal 
1958, of which approximately $21 million per year is accounted for by the elimi- 
nation of the 3 percent absorption provision. The estimated cost in fiscal year 
1957 of each of the proposed amendments is as follows: 


1. Elimination of the “Absorption requirement”_.._._..._.._______- $21, 000, 000 
Geo FORE ED CUSTGUE WORE COLOUR ochre ences: 2 600,100 
3. Children of members of Armed Forces assigned overseas or else- 


_--- 1,000,000 


4. National average per pupil local contribution rate______- Seas 9, 000, 000 
5. Housing property after its sale by the Federal Government______ 300, 000 

6. Flight training schools under contract with the Air Force as 
BOGOTA ; DEON OUI test cic bane insithdindhtninoequngehtdmiseisevinnimedicw ents 250, 000 
in taeaintatattitailtn tial, bites Mintle Td Kine tan take Bet nieimtiinictentintlal . 84, 050, 000 


Elimination of the “Absorption requirement” section 205 (a) of H. R. 11695 


H. R. 11695 would eliminate the so-called 3 percent absorption provisions from 
Public Law 874 and replace them with the eligibility provisions provided in the 
original law. 

These absorption provisions were added to the law by Public Law 248, 88d 
Congress, but have never been put into effect. The Congress has deferred their 
effectiveness each year since their enactment in August 1953 (Public Law 732, 
83d Cong. and sec. 3 of Public Law 382, 84th Cong.) ; however, the provisions 
are now scheduled to go into effect for the 1956-57 school year. 

The reasons why these absorption provisions were adopted in 1953 to replace 
the original eligibility conditions are set forth succinctly in the following para- 
graph from page 5 of the report of your committee on H. R. GO78 (which became 
Public Law 248, 83d Cong.) : 

“The purpose of this new absorption requirement is to limit the Federal pay- 
ments more closely to those situations where the number of federally connected 
children is so large in relation to all other children for which a local educational 
agency is responsible, as to constitute a real burden upon the community. As a 
point of equity and uniform treatment it is believed reasonable to expect all school 
districts to absorb some federally connected children rather than only those that 
fail to become eligible, and to use the same percentage (3 percent) for abso: ption 
as is now used for eligibility. This proposal is also considered to be in line with 
the fact that Federal activities usually result in some increases in local tax rey- 
enues despite the tax-exempt status of Federal property, except where the school 
district is comprised almost wholly of Federal property.” (S. Rept. 714, 83d Cong.. 
1st sess. ) 

We appreciate that this amendment, which reverses the congressional decision 
reached in Public Law 248, is consistent with action since taken by Congress 
under Public Law 732 and Public Law 382 in deferring the effective date of 
the absorption provisions. However, we believe that this amendment, which 
would entirely repeal the absorption requirement, is of sufficient importance to 
the whole structure of Public Law 874 to warrant postponement of its consid- 
eration pending a more comprehensive review of the law. 


Shift to current year attendance basis 


Various amendments to be made by the bill would provide for the determination 
of payments under section 3 of the law for the next 2 fiscal years on the basis 
of a count of the children in average daily attendance during the year for which 
the payment is to be made, rather than (as under existing law) on the basis 
of a count of these children in average daily attendance during the year pre- 
ceding the payment year. 

Paying on the previous year’s daily attendance as under existing law meas- 
urably facilitates administration of the law by making it possible to make firm 
payments early in the school year and have firm estimates of the cost of the 
program for the purposes of justifying appropriations. While the shift to the 
current attendance basis may have certain advantages, it is by no means clear 
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that these outweigh the disadvantages, such as delays in payments, changes 
in the amounts payable to schoo] districts, and the necessity of making payments 
on the basis of estimates of future attendance rather than on the basis of an 
actual count of past attendance. 


Children of members of the Armed Forces assigned overseas or elsewhere (sec. 
203 of H. R. 11695) 


This amendment is the counterpart of the amendment to Public Law 815 
described above, and is subject to the same objections. 


Basing section 3 payments on national average per pupil local contribution rate 
(sec. 205 of H. R. 11695) 


The bill would set a new minimum local contribution rate—in addition to that 
already in the law of one-half the average per pupil expenditure in the State— 
which would be based on the average per pupil local contribution rate in the 
continental United States but not to exeeed in the case of any school district 
the average per pupil expenditure in the State in which the school district is 
located. The net effect of this amendment is to provide for any local educational 
agency a local contribution rate (on which sec. 3 payments are based) which 
is the highest of the following three: (a) the local contribution rate in com- 
parab'e school districts in the same State, (b) one-half the average per pupil 
expenditure in the State (counting expenditures from whatever source), or (c) 
the national average per pupil local contribution rate but not to exceed the 
average per pupil expenditure in the State. 

Public Law 874 was based on the principle that the Federal Government would 
compensate a local school district for the burden imposed on it by the Federal 
Government and would pay its just share of the school maintenance and oper- 
ation costs borne from local taxation. To carry out this principle, the law 
provided that the amount of the payment to any local school agency for children 
who lived on Federal property, or with a parent employed on Federal property, 
or both, would be determined by reference to the rate of expenditure for school 
purposes from local tax revenues in comparable communities in the State. 

Public Law 248, which added the minimum based on one-half the State aver- 
age per pupil expenditure rate, represented a departure from this principle. 
The instant amendment would inject the use of the national average per pupil 
local contribution rate. This change would appear to be a further step away 
from the concept of the Federal Government as a good local taxpayer, which 
was begun in Public Law 248 with the adoption of the present minimum-rate 
provision related to State average per pupil costs. The proposed minimum rate 
appears to assume a rationale of rates of payment based not on a local contri- 
bution rate or even State per pupil cost, but a rationale of equalization among 
States in rates based on a national average. The use of a national average local 
contribution rate would serve to increase minimum rates of payment to school 
districts in some States and reduce them in others. Insofar as Public Law 874 
is based principally on the concept that the Federal Government should pay its 
fair share of the local cost of the public schools because of the tax immunity of 
the Federal property on which children reside or their parents are employed, 
this provision would depart from that concept. 


Housing property after its sale by the Federal Government (sec. 211 of H. R. 
11695) 

This amendment, similar to that discussed above as relating to Public Law 815, 
would amend the definition of Federal property in section 9’(1) of Public Law 
874 to provide that for 1 year beyond the end of the fiscal year following the sale 
of any housing property by the United States the property will continue to be 
considered Federal property for the purposes of the act, provided it was so con- 
sidered under Public Law 874 prior to the sale. 

Under the present act a school district may count children living on Federal 
property so long as that property is owned or leased by the Federal Government. 
As soon as the Federal Government sells property to a private owner or relin- 
quishes it to a local governmental unit the children who live on or whose parents 
are employed on that property can and should no longer be counted for payments 
under section 3 of Public Law 874. 

It should be noted also that an amendment adopted during debate by the House, 
providing that property sold by the United States would continue to be consid- 
ered Federal property for purposes of the act for 1 year “beyond the end of the 
fiscal year” following such sale, would have the effect at least in all instances in 
which Federal property was sold early in the fiscal year. of obligating the Gov- 
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ernment to continue Public Law 874 payments for upward of 2 years (or up- 
ward of 3 years under a possible interpretation of the amendment), despite the 
fact that there would be no justification for such payments on the basis of the 
tax immunity of federally owned property. 

If in the committee’s judgment any time lag is necessary in these situations, we 
strongly recommend that the lag period be limited to not more than 12 nonths 
following the transfer, as in the bill as reported by the House committee. In any 
case the provision as passed by the House is ambiguous. 

Fiight training schools under contract with the Air Force as Federal property 


This amendment corresponds to that proposed in the definition of Federal prop 
erty for purposes of Public Law 815, as discussed above. Such schools would 
also be considered as Federal property under Public Law 874. 

Senator Murray. The first witness this morning will be Mr. Hunt, 
the Under Secretary of the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. 


Mr. Hunt, will you proceed with your statement ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. HEROLD C. HUNT, UNDER SECRETARY, 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 


Mr. Hunt. I have a very brief paragraph that I should like to read 
into the record. 

Senator Murray. Will you state your full name ? 

Mr. Hunr. I am Herold C. Hunt, Under Secretary of the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Gentlemen, I am pleased to have an opportunity to appear briefly 
before you today, to express to you the deep interest and concern of 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in the legislation 
which is now under consideration by this committee. 

Commissioner Brownell will caplet to you the objectives of S. 4211 
and the nature of its background and origin, as well as some of the 
compelling reasons for its adoption. 

I should like simply to tell you that Secretary Folsom and other offi- 
cers of the administration, including the President, are most anxious 
that the Federal Government exert leadership in encouraging action 
as soon as possible to meet a growing national need for education 
facilities and opportunities in the field of post-high-school education. 

It is the strong and earnest conviction of our Department that the 
legislative proposal before you is of vital importance to the individual 
and common welfare of the American people, and we urge your favor- 
able consideration of it. 

The details of which will be explained by the Commissioner, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Smiru. May I ask you a question ? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes. 

Senator Smirn. I understand that there are two different requests 
for funds here. One is for $800,000 for the States and the other is 
$300,000 for the committee here. 

Mr. Hunt. Yes, sir. 

Senator Smiru. I understand, also, what you want to get passed 
this morning is that part for the President’s committee so it can go on 
functioning ? 

Mr. Hunt. We would. 

Senator Smirn. Is it true that the larger amount is impossible to 
get through the Appropriations Committee this year ? 

82237—56——3 
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Mr. Hunt. Well, Senator, we have been encouraged in the course of 
the last few days and the House yesterday, through its committee, 
has acted favorably upon the total. 

Senator Smirn. The whole thing ? 

Mr. Hunt. The whole thing. 

Senator Smiru. I would be very much in favor of it. 

Mr. Hunt. So would the Secretary. He has asked me to convey that 
impression to you this morning. 

Senator Smiru. The only reason I am interfering to ask this ques- 
tion, I have to go in a few minutes to a very important meeting of the 
Foreign Relations Committee. I want to be clear on that. I want to 
leave my proxy with my distinguished colleague, Senator Hill, here. 

I also leave with you Senator Ives’ proxy. I will give it to you 
in case I have to leave. 

Mr. Hunt. We have been encouraged that there is a possibility 
for favorable action on the two phases of the program. 

Senator Smiru. I would like to say one thing more. I would have 
the record show, although this is not a full committee, my approval 
of my distinguished friend, Dr. Brownell. I express my apprecia- 
tion for the wonderful work he has done for the cause of education 
since he has been here with us. 

I also would add a word that I am very happy that a former 
member of our staff, Mr. Sneed, has been with you there in that 
work, and I believe has been invaluable to you. 

Mr. Brownetu. He has been invaluable. 

Senator Smirn. I hope he will be the same with the Department. 
That is all I wanted to say. I apologize for breaking in with this 
brief statement. 

I am in favor of this bill. I am in favor of the other bill that 
you are going to deal with today. So if that is the only thing before 
us, I am glad. 

Senator Hix. That is all, I think. 

Senator Smiru. I will stay for a few minutes to hear this testimony 
of Dr. Brownell. 

Senator Murray. Dr. Brownell will be the next witness. You may 
proceed. 

Senator Hitt. Excuse me—if I may ask this: When you spoke of 
the committee you meant the House Education and Labor Committee? 

Mr. Hunt. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hix. So far as you know, has the House Appropriations 
Committee taken any action on it. 

Mr. Hunt. We understand this is going on the Consent Calendar. 

Senator Hix. I am speaking now about the House Appropriations 
Committee. They have before them the second supplemental bill. 

Mr. Hunt. That is right. 

Senator Hitt. Do you know whether or not they have taken any 
action on this matter? 

Mr. Browne.u. So far as I know, they have not taken action on 
any of the supplemental appropriations bills. 

Senator Hiri. Have you gentlemen been before the House Appro- 
priations Committee ? 

Mr. BrowNetu. We were before them. 

Senator Hitz. On the original item? 

Mr. Browne... Yes. 
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Senator Hin. You were before our committee on the original item ‘ 

Mr. Brownewy. Yes. 

Senator Hitz. You say that the House legislative committee has 
acted ¢ 

Mr. Brownewt. It has acted 
reported the bill. 

Senator Smiru. The full bill? 

Senator Hii. The $300,000 for the President's Committee; and 
also $800,000 for the States ¢ 

Mr. BrowneEtu. Yes. 

Mr. Hunt. For the State conferences. 

Senator Hitt. They acted yesterday and reported the bill ¢ 

Mr. Browne. I might also say they made a few modifications in 
the bill, and I propose to cover those. 

Senator Hitt. You want to address yourself to that ¢ 

Mr. Browne. Yes. 

Senator Hi. While we are talking about that committee, have 
they given you any idea whether they might bring it up for considera- 
tion in the House ? 

Mr. Browne. The indication is they were trying to get it in the 
House on the Consent Calendar just as fast as they could. 

Senator Hitt. Good. 

Mr. Browne u. If there was any question, they were going to ask 
for unanimous consent. 

Senator Hitz. Very well. 

Senator Murray. You may proceed then, Dr. Brownell. 





acted yesterday and favorably 


STATEMENT OF S. M. BROWNELL, COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION, 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 


Mr. Browne.u. I am S. M. Brownell, Commissioner of Education, 
in the Office of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

In the interest of saving time for this committee I should like to 
file a copy cf my testimony for the record, call to your attention what 
I ae the main points it contains, and then answer questions you 
and members of the committee may wish to ask. 

Senator Murray. You may do so. 

(The prepared statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY S. M. BROWNELL, COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION, DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON LABOR 
AND PUBLIC WELFARE RELATIVE TO 8. 4211 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, may I express on behalf of 
Secretary Folsom as well as myself our appreciation for this opportunity to 
appear before you in behalf of this proposed legislation. We believe its enact- 
ment would be clearly in the national interest and that it is urgently necessary 
to expedite progress in the educational area to which it is addressed. 

With your permission I should like first to review briefly the events that 
prompted the presentation of this proposed legislation and then to outline the 
proposed program and explain how it was developed. 

In his special message to the Congress on January 12, 1956, President Fisen- 
hower expressed concern about the growing problems in the field of education 
beyond the high school and indicated that he felt immediate action to develop 
proposals in this field was needed. He said: 

“Shortages now exist in medicine, teaching, nursing, science, engineering, 
and in other fields of knowledge which require education beyond the level of 
the secondary school. Changing times and conditions create new opportunities 
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and challenges. There are now possibilities for older persons, properly trained, 
to lead more productive and rewarding lives. The tide of increasing school 
enrollment will soon reach higher educational institutions. Within 10 years 
we may expect 3 students in our colleges and universities for every 2 who are 
there now. 

“Higher education is and must remain the responsibility of the States, local- 
ities, and private groups and institutions. But to lay before us all the problems 
of education beyond high school, and to encourage active and systematic attack 
on them, I shall appoint a distinguished group of educators and citizens to develop 
this year, through studies and conferences, proposals in this educational field. 
Through the leadership and counsel of this group, beneficial results can be 
expected to flow to education and to the Nation, in the years ahead.” 

That the President’s concern for this area of education was shared by inter- 
ested citizens generally was apparent in the final report of the committee for 
the White House Conference on Education. The report stated: 

“We recommend that a White House Conference on Higher Education, similar 
in scope to the program just concluded on the needs of elementary and secondary 
schools, be held promptly to consider the many complex problems facing, or soon 
to face, the Nation’s colleges and universities. This committee believes there 
is yet time to acquaint the American people with their imminent needs in higher 
education, but the time grows shorter and shorter. The flood of students now 
in the elementary and secondary schools is not far away from the colleges, If 
the people of the United States expect to attract more and more students into 
college, they must begin preparing for them now.” 

The Secretary, the Commissioner of Education and other officials of the De- 
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare consulted with a wide range of 
edi cators, lay citizens, scientists, Government officials and leaders in other 
walks of life to ask for suggestions as to the best way in which to proceed in 
considering the needs of education beyond the high school. These leaders 
were conscious of an increasing urgency for stimulating action in this field 
on the part of private and public institutions and on the part of all agencies 
of Government at the local, State and Federal levels. They pointed to the 
need for more trained manpower in the fields of science and engineering and, 
indeed, in all professional fields; they stressed the increasing problems connected 
with the growth of our aging population; they noted the increased and increas- 
ing need for trained manpower in our public and private international enter- 
prises; and they pointed out the effects on education of the changing nature 
of our labor force and our general economy. They advised that a program 
similar in impact, but probably different in procedures, to the White House Con- 
ference seemed essential and urgent if the people of this country were to take 
the steps required to provide the necessary supply of trained manpower soon, 
and over the years ahead. 

It was upon the recommendation of the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare that the President appointed a representative committee of eminent 
lay citizens and educators to examine these national needs, to advise him on 
the need for and the approach to planning and action by institutions, States, 
and the Federal Government to meet manpower and other educational needs 
beyond high school. 

On April 19, 1955, the President announced membership of his Committee on 
Education Beyond High School which is as follows: 


Mr. Devereux Colt Josephs, Chairman, chairman of the board of directors of the 
New York Life Insurance Co. 

Dr. David Dodds Henry, Vice Chairman, president, University of Illinois 

Dr. George P. Berry, dean, Harvard Medical School, Harvard University 

Dr. Lawrence L. Bethel, president, New York State Institute of Technology 

Dr. Horace Mann Bond, president, Lincoln University 

Mr. Sydney P. Brown, attorney 

Dr. Harold C. Case, president, Boston University 

Mrs. Norman Chandler, member, board of directors, Times-Mirror Co. 

Miss Catherine Blanchard Cleary, vice president, First Wisconsin Trust Co. 

Mr. John Duffy Connors, director of education, AFL-CIO 

Dr. Arthur G. Coons, president, Occidental College 

Mr. Walter E. Disney, president, Disney Productions, Inc. 

Mr. Paul L. Essert, professor of education, Teachers College, Columbia Uni- 
versity. 

Mr. Crawford H. Greenewalt, president, E. I., du Pont de Nemours & Co. 

Mr. James Pinckney Hart, attorney 
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The Honorable Leo A. Hoegh, Governor of Iowa 

Dr. Frederick L. Hovde, president, Purdue University 

Dr. Robert R. Hudelson, College of Agriculture, University of Llinois 

Dr. Rees H. Hughes, president, Kansas State Teachers College 

Mr. Vernon L. Nickell, superintendent of public instruction, I\linois 

Mr. Seymour H. Knox, chairman, board of trustees, Marine Midland Trust Com- 
pany of Western New York 

Mr. Roy Edward Larsen, president and director, Time, Inc. 

Dr. Katherine E. McBride, president, Bryn Mawr College 

Mr. James McKinney, chairman of the board, American Schools, Chicago 

Dr. James L. Morrill, president, University of Minnesota 

Dr. Kenneth E. Oberholtzer, superintendent of public schools for Denver 

Mr. Howard C. Petersen, president, Fidelity-Philadelphia Trust Co. 

Rev. Paul Clare Reinert, 8S. J., president, St. Louis University 

Mr. Edgar W. Smith, former president, Oregon State Board of Higher Education 

Miss Anna Lord Strauss, trustee, Connecticut College 

Mr. John Hay Whitney, J. H. Whitney & Co. 

Mr. Laurence F. Whittemore, president, Brown Co. 

Mr. Theodore Otte Yntema, vice president, Ford Motor Co. 


Recognizing the importance of immediate action on this problem so closely 
related to defense manpower needs the President allocated a sum of $50,000 from 
his emergency fund to assist the Committee in commencing its deliberations. 
These funds were allocated to the Office of Education, to be administered in behalf 
of the President and his Committee. This procedure was adopted as a result 
of the experience of the Department in originating the recent White House Con- 
ference on Education. At the time legislation was requested authorizing this 
Conference, there were some who felt that the proposals should have been the 
result of Committee planning and be developed more explicitly as to what the 
Committee would do. In order to avoid this shortcoming again, it was felt that 
any request for congressional action and/or support should be based upon the 
findings and recommendations of a representative citizens’ committee, after 
careful consideration of needs and possible courses of action. 

The proposal which is before you today is an outgrowth of deliberations by 
the President’s Committee. In examining this area of concern they have found 
amp.e evidence to support the President's conviction that planning and action 
are called for at once in this important area. The Committee hus suggested 
what it considers to be an appropriate approach to the stimulation of such plan- 
ning and action, and has asked the President to seek implementation of these 
proposals. 

The legislation before you is designed to enable the Committee appointed by 
the President to. guide to completion a 2-year program which it has proposed. 
The legislation requested would give the necessary congressional authorization 
so that the funds could then be appropriated. 

The President’s Committee held its first meeting on April 27, organized and 
agreed on basic objectives as follows: First, to collect, assemble, and disseminate 
information for the purpose of increasing public awareness of the problems which 
lie ub: d in the fieid of education beyond the high school; second, to encourag 
planning and action which must be undertaken by institutions and groups of 
institutions, locally and nationally, publicly and privately, to meet the impending 
demands ; and third, to advise the President as to the proper role of the Federal 
Government in this field. 

In its consideration of these objectives at this and a later meeting, the Com- 
mittee has discussed a wide range of problems on which it realizes that facts 
neeu to be assembied and studied and on which planning and action need to be 
forthcoming. For example, the following questions have presented themselves: 

1. What are the aims which shall guide the provision of education beyond the 
high school? 

2. What must be done to supply the quantity and quality of personnel for 
science, industry, government, and education? 

3. What must be done to meet other educational needs of persons with a 
wide range of abilities and interests before, during, and after their work careers? 

4. What must be done to staff the schools and colleges with qualified teachers? 

5. How can needed physical facilities be provided for the 5 to 7 million 
students who will require more classrooms, laboratories, libraries, dormitories, 
and other facilities of the Nation’s colleges and universities by 1970? 
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6. What will be the annual cost of educating, or of failing to educate, those 
who will be seeking education for better serving the vocational and other in- 
terests of an increasing population? 

7. What adjustments may be needed in existing institutions? 

8. What, if any, changes in the role of the Federal Government in this field 
should be effected ? 

9. What implications are there for higher education in the international and 
defense activities of the United States? 

10. Finally, how in the absence of any State central authority or organization 
in the field of post-high-school education, can effective statewide and nation- 
wide leadership be exerted to awaken public concern and interest in these vita! 
questions? 

The Committee in its second meeting reached general agreement upon the 
most effective method of approach to its work. In general it would proceed as 
follows: 

1. The President’s Committee, assisted by a small staff and consultants, would 
undertake the collection, compilation and organization of statistics and other 
information of national scope so badly needed to shed light upon the true di- 
mensions and proportions of the above-mentioned problem areas. 

2. State committees, representative of both educators and lay leaders, would 
be organized by the States to serve as local counterparts to the President’s 
Committee, for the purpose of studying the State picture and stimulating in- 
terest and action at the institutional) local and State levels. 

3. A series of perhaps six regional conferences would be sponsored by the 
President’s Committee, during the fall and winter of 1956-57, in order to help 
give visibility to the problems at hand, and to assist the States in framing 
the basic issues for consideration at the local and State levels. 

4. States would then develop their own studies, and conferences would be 
held to crystallize and clarify public views on such questions as suggested above, 
and to encourage institutional, local, and State activity to accomplish agreed- 
upon objectives. It is believed that such State and regional studies and con- 
ferences are of particular value, in that each State and region has certain unique 
conditions and problems. For instance, while the problem of increased numbers 
of young people is a national problem in the sense that it has great implicatious 
for the whole country, it nevertheless varies in importance as a State problem. 
The Pacific Coast States, Florida, and Delaware may look to increases of more 
than 100 percent in their aged 18-24 population, but Oklahoma is expected to 
witness a decrease of 10 percent. Also, such matters as the problem of urban 
education vary greatly in their importance to the States. While over half of the 
United States population lives in metropolitan areas, many western and southern 
States do not have any significant problem in this regard. Such local condi- 
tions must of necessity be taken into account in educational planning at the 
State and regional levels. 

5. During this process the President’s Committee would have had a good oppor- 
tunity to decide whether or not a meeting, national in scope, though probably 
more limited in size than the White House Conference on Education, should be 
called by the President’s Committee. If such a conference were held, its purpose 
would be to have representative Americans, well grounded by their State and 
regional studies, gather to discuss these problems from a national perspective and 
to advise the President’s Committee on pertinent matters. 

6. The President's Committee would submit a report to the President on or 
about June 30, 1958. 

It is to continue for 2 years the activities of this President’s Committee, and 
to carry out the program it proposes, that the legislation before you is proposed. 

S. 4211 would authorize $800,000 to be allotted to the States to encourage and 
assist them in providing for State committees and conferences on education 
beyond high school, to be allotted on the basis of population, except that no 
State’s allotment will be less than $7,500. It also authorizes appropriations to 
the Office of Education for administration and expenses of the President’s Com- 
mittee. 

In discussing these legislative proposals I should like to note that, upon advise 
of counsel, it was originally requested that funds to meet the expenses of the 
President's Committee be provided through a supplemental appropriation to the 
President’s budget. The House Appropriations Committee, however, has indi- 
cated that it is without authority to make such an appropriation, and it has 
therefore been necessary to request authorizing legislation. Section 3 of S. 4211 
provides this authority. 
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The provisions of the legislation, namely, authority for grants to States which 
agree to use the funds for the purposes set forth in the act, with distribution of 
funds on a population basis with a minimum to any State, and authorization of 
funds for expenses of the President's Committee, are essentially the same as for 
the White House Conference on Education. I would note, likewise, that the 
Committee is established independent of the Office of Education, but with the Com 
missioner as honorary Vice Chairman. The Office would provide the “house 
keeping services” for the Committee and work cooperatively with it. However, 
as in the case of the White House Conference Committee, we felt that independent 
status would give the Committee the freedom it should have to be as critical as 
necessary of Office of Education as of any other phase of Federal governmental 
relationship to the problems involved. I would call attention to one important 
difference between this proposal and the legislation for the White House Con 
ference. The legislation for the White House Conference did not permit use of 
the funds by the States for personnel. This handicapped several of the States 
in making adequate preparation of State data for use of its conferences. In 
most instances State departments of education were able to supply help from their 
resources. In the case of education beyond the high school, however, there is 
no similar responsible overall State agency. It is therefore very important that 
the funds available to the States be usable for employing staff where needed 

In urging this committee to give favorable consideration to the legislatior 
which is before it, I would like to emphasize the importance which the admin 
istration in general and the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in 
particular attach to this matter. We consider the execution of this recom 
mended program to be a matter of urgent concern to the strength and welfare 
of the Nation and to the essential well-being of the American people. 

May I emphasize in conclusion, gentlemen, the time element. It does not tak« 
much imagination to see the storm clouds. It is my firm conviction that lead 
ership by the Federal Government now is absolutely essential if we are to be 
prepared as a nation for the extraordinary challenge which lies ahead. 

I say challenge rather than crisis. I do so because I see in this situation not 
just a strain upon our resources and talents but an opportunity to enlarge the 
horizons and enhance the essential dignity of millions of American people. 1 
sincerely hope that this proposed legisiation will be enacted so that this impor 
tant program may proceed without delay. 

Mr. Browne. The present and increasing need for trained man- 
power in science, engineering, nursing, teaching, and areas of national 
commitments abroad is well known to you. The rapidly rising school 
enrollment is equally well known. 

If these needs are to be met, the citizens of this country—in far 
greater numbers than at present—must understand the facts and their 
signific ance to themselves and to the Nation as a whole. 

This knowledge and understanding is needed by individual con- 
tributors and taxpayers, by corporation executives who expect to rely 
on trained personnel, by trustees of institutions, and by legislatures 
who will be called upon to supply the programs and facilities. 

They need to consider the problems and to be stimulated to action 
to solve the problems as individuals, as institutional trustees, as legis- 
Jators without delay, for the solutions we are talking about take time. 

To delay is to invite crises and demands that the Federal Govern- 
ment move in to resolve problems that could more wisely be solved 
otherwise. 

The program proposed is the result of consideration by a committee 
of 33 citizens appointed by the President to consider what action, if 
any, should be taken by the Federal Government at this time to see 
that the educational needs beyond high school were planned for and 
provided. 

Senator Hitz. Would it disconcert you if I asked you this question ? 

It might be well for you to give the names of those 33 persons, and 
who they are. And when I say “who they are” I mean what they are 
doing now. 
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Mr. Browne tt. I will be very glad to do so. There are 33 mem- 
bers of the committee. 

Dr. Devereux Colt Josephs is the chairman. He is chairman of the 
board of directors of the New York Life Insurance Co. 

The vice chairman is Dr. David Dodds Henry, who is president of 
the University of Illinois. 

The other members—and I will give them alphabetically—are 
George P. Berry, who is dean of the Medical School of Harvard 
University. 

Dr. Horace Mann Bond, president of Lincoln University. 

Dr. Harold C. Case, of Boston University. 

Miss Catherine Blanchard Cleary, vice president, First Wisconsin 
Trust Co. 

Dr. Arthur G. Coons, who is president of Occidental College and 
president of the American Association of Colleges. 

Mr. Paul L. Essert, who is professor of education at Teachers Col- 
lege, formerly superintendent of schools. 

Mr. James Pinckney Hart, who is an attorney in the State of Texas. 
I believe he is a judge in the State of Texas. 

Dr. Frederick L. Hovde, president of Purdue University. 

Dr. Rees H. Hughes, president of the Kansas State Teachers College. 

Dr. Lawrence L. Bethel, who is president of the New York State 
Institute of Technology in New York City, formerly president of the 
Junior College Association. 

Mr. Sidney P. Brown, an attorney in Chicago, who is also on the 
board of education of the city of Chicago. 

Mrs. Norman Chandler, a member of the board of directors of the 
Times-Mirror Co. in Los Angeles and a member of the board of regents 
in the University of California, and also a trustee of Occidental 
College. 

. 9 John Duffy Connors, who is director of education of the AFL— 

10. 

Mr. Walter E. Disney, president of Disney Productions, Inc., 
Hollywood. 

Mr. Crawford H. Greenewalt, president of the E. I. du Pont de 
Nemours & Co., in Wilmington. 

Hon. Leo A. Hoegh, Governor of Iowa. 

Dr. Robert R. Hudelson, who is formerly dean of the College of 
Agriculture of the University of Illinois and is now in business in 
that city. 

Mr. Vernon L. Nickell, who is superintendent of public instructions 
in Illinois and president of the Association of Chief State School 
Officers. 

Mr. Seymour H. Knox, chairman of the board of trustees of the 
Marine Midland Trust Co. of western New York and trustee of one 
or more colleges, I believe. 

Dr. Katherine E. McBride, president, Bryn Mawr College, and 
president of the American Council on Education. 

Dr. James L. Merrill, president of the University of Minnesota and 
formerly chairman of the committee on federal relationships in the 
American Council on Education. 

Mr. Howard C. Petersen, president of the Fidelity-Philadelphia 
Trust Co. 


Mr. John Hay. Whitney of J. H. Whitney & Co. in New York. 
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Mr. Lawrence F. Whittemore, president of the Brown Co. in Boston, 
formerly president of the New York, New Haven & Railroad Co. 

Mr. Edgar W. Smith, former president of the Oregon State Board 
of Higher Education in Oregon. 

Mr. Roy Edward Larsen, president and director of Time, Inc. He 
has been associated with this National Citizens Commission for Public 
Schools. 

Senator Hitt. Is he in New York—Mr. Larsen ‘ 

Mr. Browneu. Headquarters in New York. 

Mr. James McKinney, chairman of the board, American Schools in 
Chicago. 

Dr. Kenneth E. Oberholtzer, superintendent of public schools for 
Denver. 

Rey. Paul Clare Reinert, S. J., president, St. Louis University. 

Miss Anna Lord Strauss, trustee of Connecticut College, and I be- 
lieve she lives in New York. 

Mr. Theodore Otte Yntema, vice president of the Ford Motor Co. 
of Detroit. 

That is the list of the 32 members at the present time. 

Senator Hitz. This Committee was appointed by the President? 

Mr. Browne. That is right. 

Senator Hitz. I do not want to raise any sectional questions here, 
but I am disappointed that there is not anybody on here from the 
Southeast at all. 

Mr. Browne.t..I want to tell you, Senator Hill, that is one of the 
things that is an omission that the Secretary and the President pro- 
pose to correct if this Committee is continued, because it was recog- 
nized in getting this underway that that was a serious omission. 

And I assure you that everything is ready to go on, that as soon 
as the assurances of the Committee is had. 

Senator Sairu. I might observe that the intellectual hub of the 
universe is omitted here. I will say nothing more. You have my 
proxy. [Laughter. | 

Senator Hiti. All right. 

Mr. Brownett. Would you like to have me continue? 

Senator Murray. You may proceed. 

Mr. Browne.tu. This representative Committee—half lay citizens 
and half educator citizens—proposes a 2-year program. 

The existing Committee would be continued for that period and 
then disband. It would direct its attention to three things: 

1. Collecting, assembling, and making available data which pre- 
sent the national picture of needs, resources, problems, and practices 
on post-high school issues. 

2. Encouraging local, institutional, and State planning and action 
to resolve the issues and meet the needs for education beyond the high 
school. 

3. Analyze existing and impending Federal activities or needs in 
this field and advise the President as to the proper role of the Federal 
Government in its relationships to education beyond the high school. 

The Committee, assisted by a small staff would compile findings 
from many studies and other sources of information and where neces- 
sary, fill in gaps in needed information by studies of its own. 

These materials would be made available by sponsoring perhaps six 
regional meetings this fall and winter composed of a few leaders from 
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each State who had been designated by the States to take leadership in 
developing programs within the State. 

Each State, as was true with the White House Conference plan, 
would be asked to organize and conduct—without Federal direction— 
studies, conferences, and plans for action to meet their own State needs. 

As this process went on, the Committee would appraise the situation 
to judge if a meeting, national in scope, though probably more limited 
in size than the White House Conference on Education, was desirable. 

The Committee would submit its report to the President at the 
completion of its 2 years of work. 

This bill would authorize expenses for the Committee. A request 
of $300,000 for fiscal year 1957 expenses is before the Appropriations 
Committee should this legislation be enacted. The $300,000 would 
cover expenses of Committee meetings, the preparation and dissemina- 
tion of facts gathered by the Committee studies, and the holding of 
the regional meetings of State leaders to initiate State studies and 
conferences. 

The bill would also authorize $800,000 as grants to the States to 
study their State problem, to prepare for and to conduct a conference 
or conferences on this problem within the State. 

This money is particularly important because in most States there is 
no agency which is established to deal with the private and public or 
even all of the public institutions, involved in post-high school educa- 
tion, and hence no State funds that are likely to be available to under- 
take this kind of grassroots study and planning program to meet State 
post-high school needs. 

Without describing further details of the program, and the reasons 
therefore, may I note that the House committee yesterday reported out 
favorably a similiar bill to S. 4211, but with several amendments. 

These amendments we are quite willing to accept should your com- 
mittee decide to approve this bill and thus make the bills before the 
Senate and the House identical. 

In closing may I reaffirm my belief that this bill, while relatively 
small in the cost involved, is extremely important to national welfare. 
IT can submit, if you wish, copies of supporting testimony before the 
House committee from all of the major associations of higher educa- 
tion, and statements from unsolicited letters indicating approval of 
the program. 

It is a 2-year program to harness lay citizen-educator teamwork and 
initiative throughout the Nation, without Federal control, so that 
basic human resources may be utilized more fully and more effectively. 

I shall be very glad to answer any questions. 

Senator Hiri. It might be a good idea, Mr. Chairman, for the sake 
of the record, if it did not take too much time, for Dr. Brownell to give 
us a sort of a summation of this supporting testimony. It may be too 
much to want to put the whole thing in our record, but it might be 
worthwhile for the committee to have that. 

Senator Murray. It could be filed. 

Senator Hui. I do not mean to go into it now, but to have it if we 
wish to put it in the record. 

Mr. Browneui, May I submit this copy which is the testimony pre- 
sented by Mr. Walter E. Hager, as a representative of the American 
Council on Education, and the other associations, such as the land- 
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grant colleges and State universities. He presented that the other 
day in support of this bill. 

Senator Hixt. It is not very lengthy. I think we might put it in 
the record following Dr. Brownell’s statement. 

Senator Murray. Without objection, it will be incorporated in the 
record following the statement by Dr. Brownell. 

Mr. Browne. I have here some material that you may not want in 
the record. This is a letter to the Commissioner from Commissioner 
Walsh of the State of Rhode Island—Commissioner Walsh of Rhode 
Island is the chairman of the commissioners of the Northeastern 
States—that is New England and New York and New Jersey—that get 
together occasionally. They asked me to explain this program to 
them back in the last of April. And he wrote me a note saying: 

In accordance with the resolution adopted by the Conference of Commissioners 
of the Northeastern States at a meeting at Hartford, Conn., on April 28, 1956, I am 
writing to advise you that the commissioners unanimously endorsed the proposed 
program for the Committee on Education beyond the high school and expressed a 
hope that there would be a unified approach to the problem. 

That is where we discussed bringing in the commissioners as well 
as the higher education people. 

Then I have other letters here, one addressed to the President from 
the National Councils of Teachers of English in support of his message 
to Congress saying he was going to appoint this committee to make 
this study. 

Another one from the International Education Institute in New 
York, saying: 

I agree with you wholeheartedly in the need for a high level independent body 
to examine realistically and make recommendations on some of the difficult 
developments which colleges and universities must face in the next decade. 

Another one from the National Council of Churches of Christ to the 
President; another one from the National Student Congress to Mr. 
Josephs, Chairman of the Committee offering their cooperation. 

And the American Nurses Association, to Secretary Folsom, : saying: 
“We note with considerable satisfaction the appointment of this 
Committee.” 

And some individuals, such as Mr. Morris Goldblatt in Chicago, 
saying to Mr. Josephs, “You have been appointed Chairman of one of 
the most important committees ever created by the President.” 

And Mr. Kirkpatrick, assistant to the president of the Wheeling 
Steel Corp., saying that, “This is an important area in our education: al 
structure in planning and it needs to be carefully reviewed” ; and so on. 

And one from the National Le: ague for Nursing. 

These are typical letters that have come in to the President and to 
the Secretary and to the Chairman of the Committee, indicating the 
general approval and tremendous need for the kind of a program that 
is being proposed by this Committee. 

Senator Murray. Are there any other remarks to be made? 

Mr. BrowNeE.t. That completes my testimony. 

Senator Murray. We will proceed now then to take up H. R. 11695. 

Senator Hix. One minute, Mr. Chairman. Might I ask a question 
about these amendments ? 

The first amendment seems to be clear on the face of it: 


including the possibility of coordinating compulsory military service with estab- 
lished programs of institutions of higher education. 
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Would you amplify that for the record a little bit? 

Mr. Browne.t. There were members of the House committee who 
wanted to be sure that this Committee in its consideration of the Fed- 
eral relationships to high education would be sure to include the 
impact of the compulsory military service along with other problems, 
and so they incorporated it as an amendment, just to be sure that that 
would be taken up. We have no objection to that amendment. 

Senator Hitz. The second amendment really goes with the first 
amendment ¢ 


Mr. Browne.u. That is right. The first amendment is just an addi- 
tion. 


Senator Hii. A declaration of purposes? 

Mr. Browneww. That is right. 

Senator Hiii. What about the second amendment ? 
Mr. Browne. It is really a third amendment. 
Senator Hixu. I mean that. 

Mr. Browneti. Which would add— 


which Committee insofar as practicable shall be composed of educators and edu- 
cational administrators fairly representative of the large and small universities 
and colleges and geographically representative of the Nation. 

That is the intent of the composition of the Committee right from 
the start. And the point that was raised by Senator Hill, I think, is 
one that has been of great concern to the Secretary, that probably 
additional names would have to be added in order to fulfill that gen- 
eral representative character. 

And that is in accordance with the purpose of this amendment. 

Senator Hitz. You have no objection at all to the amendment then ? 

Mr. Browne. None, indeed. That is the purpose of the Commit- 
tee in the first place. 

Senator Hitz. The last amendment that was proposed was at the 
end, to add a section 6 that— 


the President’s Committee on Education beyond the high school shall make its 
final report in writing to the President and to the Congress no later than Decem- 


ber 31, 1957. 

Mr. Brownew. It is the intent of the Committee from the outset to 
operate a 2-year program. That is approximately what it will be. 

Setting that date of December 31, 1957, is going to put the pressure 
on them to complete their program. I see no objection to it. I am 
sure that if it was found that the report had to be delayed because of 
delaying action on the part of the States, that could be brought to the 
attention of the Congress sufficiently early so that any modification of 
that date could be appropriately made. We have no objection. 

Senator Hix. Let me ask you this: From the reports that I have 
read, and the testimony we have heard at different times before this 
committee, one of the most serious problems confronting us in the 
field of education and in the preparation of trained manpower, to meet 
the needs of our Nation in this modern technological, scientific, atomic 
world, is in the high schools. We are wasting so much of our talent 
there. 

They continue to tell us that half of our top talent is going to waste. 
Young men and young women, certainly if not of exceptional talents, 
but of promising talents, and good talents, are not going on to college— 


not going on into these higher courses which would train and prepare 
them so much better to serve the country. 
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_I suppose it is contemplated the work of this Commission will tie 
right into what we are doing and what we should be doing in our high 
schools, and even all the way down into elementary schools. Is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Browne.i. Yes; the Committee has already set that as one of 
its objectives. : 

Furthermore, it is relating itself very closely to this Committee on 
Scientists and Engineers that is working with the National Science 
Foundation to be sure that the two committees work in close harmony 
and complement each other rather than duplicate each other. 

It is also working very closely with the program of the Office of 
cducation. It is independent of the office, of course, but it is working 
very closely with the office to use all of the resources we have in that 
respect. 

So that you are quite right, one of the first things they did was to 
analyze the information about the students that drop out of school, who 
have talent and who are not being, therefore, developed to the best 
advantage for use nationally. That is one of the problems which all 
of our States have to face. 

Senator Hux. And, of course, this problem in a way resolves itself 
into two propositions. 

One is what we do in the high schools. 

And, two, what attractions there may be or what incentives there 
may be to cause these students to move on into the institutions of higher 
learning; is that right ? 

Mr. Browne. Yes; it is; part of it is an analysis of the reasons 
why they drop out. 

nd second is what would cause those changes in those conditions. 
For instance, we find the competition of wages outside versus the 
facts they would have to spend more money to continue their education. 
That is one factor. How do you change that? That is economic. 

The other is in part the fact we find a larger percentage of the girls 
do not go on and the boys. There is a larger percentage of the rural 
students of ability that do not go on than the urban students. There 
are more from the low economic families than from the high economic 
families. There are more of the Negro students than the whites that 


ae 
at shows the analysis that they are making to see how you have 


to approach it; not just in a broadside basis but in terms of specified 
problems. 


Senator Hiri. Thank you. 
Senator Murray. Are there any other questions ? 
Senator Hitz. No; that is all. 


TESTIMONY OF WALTER E. HAGER, PRESIDENT OF THE District oF COLUMBIA 
TEACHERS COLLEGE, REPRESENTING THE AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, | am Walter E. Hager, presi- 
dent of the District of Columbia Teachers College. I am appearing as the secre- 
tary of the American Council on Education, representing the Committee on Rela- 
tionships of Higher Education to the Federal Government. The council comprises 
in its membership 140 organizations, including practically all the important 
national educational associations, and 971 institutions, including nearly all the 
accredited junior colleges, colleges, and universities in the United States. 

Today, I am also acting as spokesman and representative for the American 
Association of Land-Grant Colleges and State Universities, the Association of 
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American Colleges, the Association for Higher Education of the National Educa- 
tion Association, the National Association of State Universities, and the State 
Universities Association. 

All of these national educational organizations participated in the formulation 
of a statement unanimously approved on March 20 by 62 constituent organization 
members of the American Council on Education. The first paragraph of that 
statement summarizes the need which the bills before you today are designed 
to meet: f 

“The developing culture and expanding economy of the United States, the 
complex social structure which characterizes its life, the demands of national 
defense, and the insistent emphasis upon opportunity for the individual, to- 
gether with a dramatically increased birth rate in the last two decades—all 
combine to raise fundamental questions about the place of education beyond the 
high school in our society. Hence the American Council on Education and its 
constituent member organizations welcome the appointment by President Eisen- 
hower of a Committee on Education Beyond the High School. This action 
recognizes that American education faces the greatest crisis and the greatest 
opportunity in its history.” 

$y 1975, we can expect an increase of approximately 21 million in the United 
States labor force. Estimates by the Bureau of Labor Statistics indicate that the 
largest single percentage increase will occur in the professional and technical 
fields which require advanced work beyond the high school. Moreover, the 
largest numerical increase will occur in the clerical, sales, and operative fields 
in which special training beyond the high school is becoming increasingly im- 
portant. In the one field which requires no training beyond high school, namely, 
general labor, the Bureau of Labor Statistics predicts a decrease of workers. 
Needless to say, improvement in technology and the growth of automation will 
greatly increase the demand for postsecondary education not just for young 
high-school graduates but also for older workers who will need to be retrained 
if America’s manpower supply is to keep pace with the Nation’s industrial and 
military requirements. 

Present trends also indicate that every American citizen will require broader 
understanding, more skills, and greater personal resources in order to work and 
live effectively during the years ahead. Indeed, what Americans do with their 
increased leisure time alone may easily determine what kind of society they 
bequeath their children. It will be largely the responsibility of education beyond 
the high school to meet these additional needs. 

You doubtless are already familiar with the figures that describe the rising 
tide of college students to be expected. The enrollment of our colleges and uni- 
versities will increase suddenly and soon. Children already born will enormously 
swell the college-age population. And if, as we have reason to expect, an increas- 
ing ratio of the college-age population demand a college education, the problem 
will become that much more acute. At a conservative estimate, we can expect 
the enrollments in institutions of higher learning to double by 1970, when the 
total number of students will exceed 5 million. 

In the face of these increasing demands on the part of the Nation as a whole 
and on the part of individual students, the colleges and universities have a stag- 
gering task. In addition to the necessity of practically duplicating their pres- 
ent plant facilities, they are confronted with the even more vexing problem of 
finding qualified teachers. According to the fund for the advancement of educa- 
tion, “for every 10 college teachers now employed, somewhere between 16 and 
25 new ones will have to be found between now and 1970." Needless to say, 
good teachers are not produced overnight. 

Two basic courses of action are called for as we move to meet these challenges : 
(1) A program to inform the American people as a whole of the scope and signifi- 
cance of the impending crisis, and (2) accelerated programs of practical plan- 
ning in the several States. The President’s Committee on Education Beyond the 
High School, in its preliminary thinking, has recognized these basic needs. The 
organizations which I represent are therefore strongly convinced that the com- 
mittee’s work should have firm support and adequate financing from the Congress. 

Having satisfied themselves that the preliminary work of the President’s Com- 
mittee has real substance and that its projected program points in the right 
direction, these organizations urge the members of this subcommittee to approve 
the full requests for $300,000 and $800,000, which are needed to enable this 
committee to carry out its important assignment. 
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Mr. Chairman, let me illustrate the potential usefulness of the President's 
Committee by describing briefly what we understand to be its projected plan: 

1. Aided by a small staff and a few consultants, the President’s Committee 
would collect, organize, and interpret basic data on a national scale in order 
to define the real dimensions of the problem and to illuminate the total task. 

2. Six regional conferences would be sponsored by the President's Committee 
during the fall and winter of 1956-57 in order, using the words of Commissioner 
Brownell, “to give visibility to the problems at hand, and to assist the States 
in framing the basic issues.” 

3. Individual States would then conduct their own studies and programs, 
deciding for themselves what needs to be done. If a certain State has already 
taken one or more steps toward effective planning for the future, the funds 
would be used for other activities within the general objective, as that State 
considers wise. In short, the plan would be sufficiently flexible to permit each 
State to do what it needs most and thinks best in view of its particular circum 
stances and previous activities. 

4. In the meantime, the President's Committee itself would conduct special 
investigations of problems best studied at the national level, such as the rela 
tionships of the Federal Government to higher education. Eventually the 
results of these studies would be correlated with the information supplied by 
the several States. 

Mr. Chairman, passage of the legislation before you is necessary in order 
for the President’s Committee to continue its valuable work which holds such 
great promise. We urge you to consider favorably the related bills which you 
are now studying, particularly H. R. 11745 and 11746, since we believe they allow 
the President’s Committee more freedom in charting its own course. 

We consider it to be of crucial importance that the President's Committee 
be granted the $30,000 which is needed to carry on basic operations and to hold 
the 6 regional conferences. We also strongly favor approval of the request for 
$800,000, which will assist the States in accelerating their planning for the future 
in the area of education beyond the high school. 

We are entering a period which will surely test the capacity of our democracy 
to cope with the most serious problems of modern times. In Walter Lippmann’s 
words: 

“We have to do in the educational system something very like what we have 
done in the Military Establishment during the past 15 years. We have to make 
a breakthrough to a radically higher and broader conception of what is needed 
and of what can be done. Our educational effort today, what we think we can 
afford, what we think we can do, how we feel entitled to treat our schools and 
our teachers—ail of that—is still in approximately the same position as was 
the military effort of this country before Pearl Harbor.” 

Mr. Chairman, it is our conviction that the President’s Committee on Eduea 
tion Beyond the High School can help us to make the essential breakthrough 
and that there are sound reasons for the Congress to consider favorably the 
Committee’s request for the funds necessary to the accomplishment of this 
critical task. 

Senator Murray. We will now proceed to H. R. 11695. This is an 
act to extend until June 30, 1958, the programs of financial assist- 
ance in the construction and operation of schools in areas affected by 
the Federal activities under the provisions of Public Laws 815 and 
874, 8ist Congress, and to fille certain other changes in such 
provisions. 

Dr. Hobart M. Corning, superintendent of the Board of Education 
of the District of Columbia is here and will be the first witness. And 
with Dr. Corning is the chairman of the Board of Education, Mr. 
Melvin Sharpe. I am sure we will be delighted to have Mr. Sharpe 
come around, too. 
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STATEMENT OF HOBART M. CORNING, SUPERINTENDENT, BOARD 
OF EDUCATION, ACCOMPANIED BY MELVIN SHARPE, PRESIDENT, 
BOARD OF EDUCATION OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Corninc. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we 
are wholly in support of this bill and hope that the District of Colum- 
bia may be included in the provisions of this bill. 

As is known this bill extends the offerings of two previous bills for 
aid to communities which are oppressed because of Federal activity 
both in the building of buildings and in the operation of the schools. 

The District of Columbia has always been excluded from that leg- 
islation. We think we should not be excluded. That is the purpose 
of our being here this morning. 

The Board of Education and the Commissioners of the District are 
entirely together on this thing. We feel that we, being a Federal 
city, can demonstrate the fact that the Federal Government, because 
of its increasing activity does oppress the city of Washington. 

There are just a few facts I would like to give to you. The school 
pes has grown since 1945 from 86,915 to 109,840, which will 

our expected enrollment next September. 

As a result of that very rapid increase—and by the way, it is per- 
fectly logical to assume, I think, that a large part of that increase 
is due to the expansion of Federal activities here in the District, 
because as the Federal Government expands its operations, more people 
come in to work for the Government and, also, auxiliary agencies that 
serve those people are increased in number. 

. As the result of that increased enrollment there has been a series 
of conditions which I am sure are pretty well known to all of you. 
We have a great backlog of need for additional buildings. We have 
never been able to have enough appropriation for the operation of the 
schools to keep up with the constantly growing enrollment. 

We have been unable to get, through no fault of the Commissioners 
I am sure, as adequate appropriations as we should have to operate 
the schools. The history is pretty sad in that, particularly in capital 
outlay for buildings. 

Because of the financial limitations that the Commissioners face, 
they have been unable over the last 10 years to approve more than half 
of the basic minimum needs which the Board of Education has set 
forth to take care of this very, very rapidly increasing enrollment. 

0 Suarre. What is the backlog now, Doctor? That is, in repair 
work. 

Mr. Corntne. It is not repair—it is construction of new buildings. 
To further the argument that the District of Columbia should 
included, may I state for you the four categories of distress which were 
set sary in these original bills which this bill presumed to extend 

in time 

It says in the first the revenues available to such agencies from 
local sources have been reduced as the result of the acquisition of real 
property by the United States. I cannot testify specifically as to the 
extent of that, but it is well known that in Washington a very large 


percentage of the property is federally owned; and increasingly, that 
is true. 


Mr. Suarpr. 42 percent. 
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Mr. Corntna. 42 percent, Mr. Sharpe says, of the value. 

Mr. Suarre. That is right. 

Mr. Corntne. It is federally owned. And that cuts down our tax 
resources. 

In the second place the bill provides that such agencies provide 
education for children residing on Federal property. 

Well now, at first glance, it might appear we would not be concerned 
in that, but I think we are. 

The National Capital Housing Authority maintains 5,296 dwellings. 

Mr. Suarre. Low-cost dwellings. As vice chairman, I am speak- 
ing now of that. 

Mr. Corninea. They range from 2 to 5 bedrooms. So the yield of 
children is pretty great from that source. 

Mr. Suarpe. It is even proposed, under our new idea, to have six- 
bedroom apartments, to which TI am very much opposed. 

Mr. Cornine. Furthermore, at the Naval Ordnance, Bellevue, there 
are a large number of families whose children attend school here. The 
temporary housing for Bolling Field is another source; also at Walter 
Reed Hospital, and quite a large number at the Naval Gun Factory. 

So that even in that second category of education for children resid- 
ing on Federal property, Washington has quite a tale to tell. 

Daten Hitz. Do you know how many children there are residing 
on Federal property within the limits of the city of Washington ? 

Mr. Corntna. I do not know offhand, but I can get that informa- 
tion for you, if you would like to have it. 

Senator Murray. Supply it for the record. 

Senator Hitz. I would be interested in having that. 

Mr. Cornine. I will be very happy to supply it. 

(The information to be supplied is as follows :) 

SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
Washington, D. C., July 23, 1956. 


Memorandum for Committee on Labor and Public Welfare of the United States 
Senate (room F—42, U. 8S. Capitol). 


This is to confirm the statement inserted Saturday, July 21, 1956, in the testi- 
mony of Hobart M. Corning, Superintendent of Schools, relative to proposed leg- 
islation for Federal aid for construction for educational purposes, concerning the 
number of pupils attending the public schools of the District of Columbia from 
Federal-owned dwellings and military reservations: 


Pupils 

ates. Camten! howsine Gwellines. 4,973 
> Tn i is chica beak Scuba Dele ehh nbamenelich MbSalblnkSind cock 44 
at a uation Pee 


MARGARET R. PEPPER, 
Executive Assistant to the Superintendent of Schools. 

Mr. Corntnc. The third category, which is the largest, provides 
education for children whose parents are employed on Federal 
property. 

I think you might be interested in knowing a little of it. I just 
took a sampling of several buildings. For instance, I took 16 ele- 
mentary schools. The enrollment in those 16 schools was 11,899. The 


children of Federal Government employees numbered 2,861, or 17.8 
percent. 








30 STATE COMMITTEES ON EDUCATION BEYOND HIGH SCHOOL 


I took a sampling of 4 junior high schools where the enrollment was 
4,894, and the Fetes) amilies had sent children to the number of 
1,339, or 23.8 percent of the population in junior high schools. 

I took four senior high mou in the same way. There the enroll- 
ment was 4,955, and 1,084, or 44 percent of them, were children of Fed- 
eral employees. 

So in that third category we are very, very much concerned. 

Then the fourth, which is a rather general category, as originally 
stated in these bills, was that there has been a sudden and substantial 
increase in school attendance as the result of Federal activities. 

I cannot pinpoint that exactly, but it is perfectly obvious that with 
the Federal Government expanding its activities, that the result would 
be increased enrollment. 

So that we feel it is hardly consistent with the purposes of this bill 
to exclude the District of Columbia from it. Bear in mind that the 
Territories are included, everything, I think, except the District of 
Columbia. And this being primarily an almost exclusively Federal 
city, we feel that we should be included in the provisions of this bill. 

Senator Hiri. Let me ask you this question: This legislation, as I 
recall, was passed in 1950? 

Mr. Corntne. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hitu. The fact is that I was chairman of the subcom- 
mittee of this committee that handled one of the bills and Senator 
Humphrey was chairman of the subcommittee that handled the other 
bill. 

Have you or any representative of the Board of Education of the 
schools of the District appeared before any committee before on 
this? 

Mr. Corntne. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hirt. When? 

Mr. Corntnea. On every occasion that this has been up. We have 
been here, except in the House hearing. We have been invited to 
come in on the others, and we didn’t have any invitation or any notice 
of it, so we did not get into the House consideration of this particular 
bill. 

Senator Hii. You did not appear at the House hearing this time? 

Mr. Corninc. No, sir; for the reason we just stated. r 

Senator Hix. This legislation, as you know, has been extended from 
time to time. 

Mr. Cornine. That is right. 

Senator Hiri. Have you appeared each time? 

Mr. Corntne. Each time; I have appeared three different times on 
this legislation. 

Senator Hitz. Did you appear when the legislation was first 
considered ¢ 

Mr. Corntne. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hiri. You did appear at that time? 

Mr. Cornine. Yes, sir; and advanced much of the same argument 
I am attempting to advance today. 

Senator Hitt. Of course, you realize some might feel that the pay- 
ment which the Federal Government makes to the District each year, 
which payment is carried in the District of Columbia appropriation 
bill—is based on the fact that there is a considerable amount of Federal 
property here in the District of Columbia. 
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Mr. Corntne. Yes. 
Senator Huu. That is not subject to taxation by the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. Corntne. Yes. I had expected that Commissioner McLaugh- 
lin was going to be here this morning. He would probably speak to 
that point. 

Senator Hix. Do you wish to address yourself to that point? 

Of course, I think that point, in a way, goes right to the question 
presented here. 

Mr. Corninc. I think so. 

Mr. Suarre. Regarding the annual payment by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Senator Huixu. It is my understanding that the annual Federal 
payment is based very much on the proposition that the Federal 
Government owns considerable property here within the District of 
Columbia; that property is not subject to taxation by the government 
of the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Cornine. The Federal payment, in our judgment, is more or 
less in lieu of taxes and more or fo in payment of services rendered 
by the District to the Federal Government. 

Senator Hii. That is right. 

Mr. Cornine. Which Mr. McLaughlin can speak to more definitely 
than I can, but there is quite a list of services that the District renders 
the Government and in lieu of those this Federal payment is given. 

This legislation that you are presently considering, I think, is on an 
entirely different basis. 

Senator Hux. That is the point to which I want you to address 
yourself. 

Mr. Corntna. The present legislation is in terms of the distress 
caused by the numbers of children which come from all these activ- 
ities, and result in the overcrowding of the schools, beyond the ability 
of the local financial resources to keep up with them. 

I think, to my mind at least, the two things are in entirely different 
categories. 

r. SHarre. Apparently, you wish to pinpoint the idea that the 
Federal Government owes the District of Columbia school system 
a greater amount of money; is that the idea ? 

Mr. Corntna. My point is this, that if all of the States in the Union 
and the Territories, where there are communities that have overcrowd- 
ing due to Government activity, are to have Federal subsidy, that then 
we should also. 

Mr. Suarre. The Federal history of the District of Columbia is 
an interesting one for all Members of Congress to consider very deeply. 
As a matter of fact, this was the first Capital in the world that was 
ever founded as a Capital. Canberra is now, in Australia, being fash- 
ioned somewhat after Washington. Therefore, I, as chairman of the 
Committee of 100 on the Federal City, am a strong believer in the 
fact that I hope to God that the Federal Government will never relin- 
quish control of this District. 

I somewhat oe old Bobby Burns, “Breathes there the Amer- 
ican with soul so dead, who never to himself has said, “This is my 
Washington.’ ” 
That is the way I feel about it. 
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Mr. CorntnG. Paraphrasing—that is good. It does seem strange, 
though, that the Federal City would be excluded from provisions of 
this sort whenever other communities that have any Federal opera- 
tion are entitled to at least some funds if they can qualify. 

Senator Hitz. I haven’t examined it too closely. We will examine 
it before we act on this bill. 

It is my understanding that there is a provision in the law today 
whereby the Federal Government makes a payment in lieu of taxes; 
that payment is deducted from any benefits that might accrue to that 
particular city from this legislation. 

Mr. Corninc. I am not aware of that language in it. It may be 
there. 

Senator Hitt. We will go into that fully, anyway, Dr. Corning. 

Mr. Cornine. I will appreciate it very much. 

Senator Hitz. We certainly will. 

Mr. Cornineo. Our situation is pretty critical. It is the direct result, 
we are sure, of increased Federal activity here which would make it 
seem that we would be in the same categories as these other places. 

The Federal Government is contributing to the support of the Dis- 
trict in lieu of taxes for services rendered which is to my judgment 
quite a different category. 

Mr. Suarre. There is one interesting point, that is, where the Fed- 
eral Government establishes the military district; then, of course, this 
bill operates to aid that district in payment of funds for the children 
of the Military Establishment. Isn’t that true? 

It isn’t compulsory upon the State to establish educational facili- 
ties. The Federal Government does. 

If the Federal Government is responsible for the large increase in 
the number of Federal employees in the District of Columbia, it seems 
only commonsense to me that they should pay a proportionate part 
of that increase. We are way behind, Senator. 

In other words, we have the futility of trying to operate a Board 
of Education, trying to give education to both Negroes and whites. 
Under the conditions now prevailing, we just cannot do it. The Com- 
missioners are bereft. I have the greatest sympathy for these men. 
They are trying to do their duty, but it simply isn’t here. 

If we are going to have increased numbers in the Federal Govern- 
ment—and there does not seem to be any decimination in them, accord- 
ing to my ideas—what are we going to do for money to provide 
schools ¢ 

We hear the outery, “I got the brickbats. My head is dented.” 

I am getting a little tired of it, after 18 years. Perhaps too long 
on this Board. I have been president for 6 or 8 years. 

I have endeavored to—have tried to steer a course what I would 
call a business management with Dr. Corning and others, but it gets 
to the point where we just have to tell these people who are insisting 
vociferously, and they have votes somewhere, not here, and there you 
are—we just simply have to look them in the eye and say, “We can’t 
do it. We haven’t got the money.” 

Yet the enrollment is increasing, as Dr. Corning just testified— 
has gone up from some 80,000 to 109,000—and the end is not in sight. 

Dr. Corning is quite an expert on biology, and he can tell you how 
many children are going to be produced in the next 2 or 3 years. 
But, frankly, in the kindergarten we are running 75 in a class and 
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probably more. And where are we going? I am very much opposed 
to this idea of low-cost dwellings with six bedrooms. If we are 
going to provide low-cost housing, I think one or two is quite sufficient. 

Senator Hint. Have you any idea how much the District would 
be entitled to, if they were brought under the provisions and benefits 
of this bill? 

Mr. Corntnc. If we could file an application according to the 
formula in there, just roughly, I would not want to be responsible; 
it might mean a million dollars to use on the building side. 

Mr. Suarre. How much ? 

Mr. Corntne. A million dollars. 

Senator Hitz. On the building side? 

Mr. Corninea. Yes. 

Senator Hitt. What would it mean on the operations and mainte- 
nance? 

Mr. Cornina. That I do not know. 

Mr. Suarre. That is a very conservative estimate, isn’t it? That is 
a horseback opinion. 

Mr. Cornina. A very rough estimate. We have been over it. I do 
not know what you mean by “horseback.” 

Senator Murray. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Corninc. Thank you very much for letting us come. We appre- 
ciate it. 

Mr. Suarre. Thank you. 

Senator Murray. The next witness will be Mr. B. A. Lillywhite, 
Associate Director, Office of Education, Department of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare, accompanied by Reginald G. Conley, Assistant 
General Counsel, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare; 
and John F. Hughes, executive assistant, United States Office of Edu- 
cation. 

You may proceed when you are ready. 


STATEMENT OF B. A. LILLYWHITE, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, OFFICE 
OF EDUCATION, ACCOMPANIED BY REGINALD G. CONLEY, 
ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE; AND JOHN F. HUGHES, EXECUTIVE 
ASSISTANT, UNITED STATES OFFICE OF EDUCATION 


Mr. Littywuire. Mr. Chairman, my name is B. A. Lillywhite. I 
am Associate Director of the Division of School Assistance in Federal- 
ly Affected Areas in the Office of Education. 

It is my understanding that I am requested here this morning to ex- 
plain the amendments to the bill in a factual manner and restrict my 
statement to that purpose; that there has been a report on the bill from 
the Department. And I will proceed in any manner in which you 
wish, Senator Murray. 

Senator Hix. Mr. Chairman, in that connection, I note we have a 
very full and comprehensive letter here from the Department which 
should go into the record, of course, and then I suppose Dr. Lillywhite, 
as administrator of this legislation, would address himself to the pro- 
visions of the bill, and what the effect of them would be, rather than 
to the question of the policy involved. 

Mr. Littywutre. That is what I stated was purely a technical ex- 
planation of what these records are. 
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Senator Murray. It has been made a part of the record. You may 
proceed along those lines, Mr. Lillywhite. ’ 

(The letter dated July 19, 1956, appears on p. 6.) 

Mr. Littywuire. I will go to the amendments as they come in the 
bill passed by the House. So I will follow them simply in order. And 
I will not try to follow the detailed language as they come in the bill 
except to give you the major amendments as they have been passed. 
Technical questions on wording and any other questitons I cannot 
answer, Mr. Conley certainly can. 

The school assistance program for construction of facilities had a 
life of 2 years when it was first passed. It has been extended twice for 
2-year periods. Entitlements are computed by 2-year periods. The 
last period ended this June 30, so far as counting the increases in 
federally connected children are concerned, and submitting applica- 
tions for entitlement. 

The first peaceent then in this bill is to extend this law for 2 
years, to June 30, 1958, to take care of the increases in the enrollment 
of federally connected children during that 2-year period. 

The second amendment altered the bill to some extent by including 
under the definition of Federal property, certain airports, municipally 
owned airports. 

Senator Hitt. Excuse me. As you refer to these different sections, 
if you will designate them, it would be helpful to us when we look at 
your testimony, so that we will see just what sections to refer to. 

Mr. Lantywurre. Under the construction act, payments are pro- 
vided under 3 categories—grants to local school districts are provided 
under 3 categories of payment. 

The first category is the situation illustrated by a military base. 

Senator Hinz. Such as Bolling Field ¢ 

Mr. Lattywuirte. Bolling, Fort Myer, Maxwell, and so on. Theo- 
retically there is no local tax income for those people. The rate per 
child, the cost of constructing is 95 percent of the cost of construct- 
ing minimum school facilities as shown by contracts entered into, the 
preceding year in the State. 

That amount is further limited by the number of unhoused school- 
children there are in the school district. You can never pay more 
than the number of children times the rate or the cost of constructing 
the minimum school facilities for unhoused children, whichever is the 
smaller. 

Senator Hitt. Never pay more now than what? 

Mr. Littywutre. Thisrate. The 95 percent of the cost of minimum 
school facilities times the number of children there are in this 
increased period. 

Senator Hiiut. You mean those whose parents reside on the Federal 
property ? 

Mr. Littywurre. Reside on the Federal property. It is not the 
total number, only the increase during the 2-year period. 

Presumably, over the previous years you “have taken care of the 
problem up to that period of time. So you consider it for only the 
increase. 

The second category is where the children, either live on Federal 
property 

Senator Hitt. You say the increase. The increase over what 
number, what time, what date? 





STATE COMMITTEES ON EDUCATION BEYOND HIGH SCHOOL 35 


Mr. Littywuire. The increase under the law that just ended, the 
increase in school enrollment from July 1, 1954, to June 30, 1956, over 
the membership of the 1953-54 school year. 

In order to be eligible in any of these categories the school district 
must have an increase in federally connected children during that 
2-year period equal to 5 percent of the average daily membership 
in the schools in 1953-54 school year 

Senator Hit. If they had no increase, they would continue to draw 
the number for which they had been drawing ¢ 

Mr. Littywuire. Not in construction, sir. 

Senator Hiiy. You are addressing yourself now to the construction 
and not to the other / 

Mr. Littywuire. Yes. Presumably, they were taken care of. 

Senator Hitt. Presumably, the buildings have been built for them ? 

Mr. Latiywuite. That is right. In addition to that, the law con 
templates most rapidly growing communities in the Nation have some 
where around 4 to 5 percent increase a year, so that a school district 
before it becomes eligible must also show that it has 10 percent increase 
in non-Federal children before it can count any of these federally 
connected children towards its entitlement. 

Category “b” is the same basis of eligibility . payment. It is the 
increase, except it is those children who either live on Federal prop 
erty, or the parent is employed on Federal prope rty, but not both. 

In that category presumably one-half of the lo cal tax base is going 
to support the construction of schools and the cost, the amount per 
child, under that category is 50 percent of the cost of constructing 
minimum school facilities in the State the preceding year. 

The third category is what is called or designated as sudden and 
substantial impact. 

Senator Hiii. Let me ask you this question: We have had this legis 
lation before us for along time. I have read a lot of testimony on it. 

Why is that presumption of 50 percent made? A person working 
on Federal property, say, working at Maxwell Field, Montgomery, 
Ala., living off of that Federal property, pays taxes, either through 
the rental of the home, or through direct taxation if the person hap- 
pens to be the owner of the home. 

Mr. Lituywuirer. That is correct. The theory of the law is pretty 
much this, that if both the place of employment and the place of resi 
dence is nontaxable there is no local tax income to support the educa- 
tional services. 

Senator Hitt. You mean because Maxwell Field, where this person 
is employed, pays no taxes such as a private industry would pay where 
that person might otherwise be employed ¢ 

Mr. Lutywuire. That is the theory. I do not know that anybody 
has ever defined actually what proportion of the cost. It varies, cer- 
tainly, a great deal from community to community as to what pro- 
portion of the cost of the educational program is paid from places 
where people work and places where they live. That is pretty much 
the source of income. 

Your businesses pay taxes, or your home in which you live pays 
taxes. There are sales tax and other things of th it nature, certainly. 

So that the theory in the law is that where both of those are, because 
of Federal ownership, then you pay the whole cost minus 5 percent, 
which is an absorption fixture. 
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Where one is gone, you pay half of it. 

Senator Hu. Where the person lives on the Federal property, that 
person pays no taxes. Certainly, no ad valorem taxes or anything of 
that sort. Usually’on these Federal reservations they have post ex- 
changes and things of that kind. So they do not pay sales taxes. 

It is also true of the military people out in the community. 

They come in and do a lot of their buying there? 

Mr. Littywurre. Some of them are exempt from various kinds of 
taxes, but most of them are exempt from automobile licenses and 
personal property taxes and in some cases under the Soldiers’ and 
Sailors’ Relief Act, they pay no income tax. 

Senator Hitz. That is true, too. 

Mr. Lituywurre. There is one other category, that is, what is termed 
sudden and substantial impact in school enrollment due to activities 
of the Federal Government, conducted either directly or through a 
contractor. That is largely the situation where there is no nontaxable 
property involved, no military installation, but a defense plant that 
gets a large Government contract and that contract has caused immi- 
gration of people to fulfill that contract for the Government and that 
immigration of people has caused a substantial burden on the school 
district. The payment there is 45 percent. The eligibility require- 
ment is twice as high. It has to be 10 percent. 

Senator Hiix. You mean an increase of 10 percent? 

Mr. Litiywnuire. Ten percent in the federally connected children. 

Senator Hixi. In other words, the local community is required to 
absorb up to 10 percent? 

Mr. Li.tywuire. No. They have to have 10 percent to be eligible. 

Senator Hix. I see. 

Mr. Lattywuire. They do not absorb anything if they meet the 
eligibility requirement. 

In that category further, there is a means test, so to speak. 

If the school district still has funds available or capacity to build 
the school facilities it needs it still gets no money. That does not 
apply to the other two categories, but in this third category it does 
apply. 
Taka Hitz. State that means test again. 

Mr. Latiywutre. I think technically in the law it says something 
like this, where the school district is exercising due diligence in levy- 
ing and collecting taxes and cannot, without an undue financial bur- 
den, produce sufficient revenue to construct the school facilities need, 
then the Commissioner may make a grant on the basis of this formula. 

Senator Hitz. Let me ask you this question. During both World 
War II and the Korean war, many of these plants came into being. 
Are we coming into this category now? 

Mr. Lititywurre. Not very many, sir. The question of the presi- 
dential finding is involved here, too. That comes up as a later amend- 
ment, but I might say that the Presidential finding was inserted in 
the law after the first 2 years, that requires before you can consider 
for eligibility purposes under this category the President must find 
three things: That there has been a defense contract to the plant, 
reactivation of the installation or expansion, new; that defense con- 
tract has required substantial immigration of labor; that substantial 
immigration of labor has resulted in a critical shortage of school 
facilities. 
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He finds that this school district is in such an area before we start 
out on the eligibility provisions which I have just described. That 
is what we call the 305 (a) category. 

I was going to get to the Presidential problem here. I could finish 
it right now or later. 

Senator Hii. Whichever you think is the most orderly way to 
present it. 

Mr. Lattywurre. We will go on with the second amendment then. 
In addition to the extension, this amendment includes as Federal 
property certain municipally owned flying fields on which primary 
Hight training for Air Force pilots is conducted by contract with the 
private contractor. 

One of them is federally owned, and the others are locally owned. 
1 think there are 9 of them. And 8 are locally owned. And all 
of the primary flight training for Air Force cadets is conducted on 
these municipally owned flying fields. The training is conducted by 
a private contractor who makes an arrangement with the community 
or the city to get use of the airfield. 

I do not know if his contract is on a cost-plus-a-fixed-fee basis or not, 
but it is a negotiated contract for the Air Force to conduct the training. 

Since they are municipally owned and not federally owned, the chil- 
dren are not countable for purposes of Public Law 815 whose parents 
are employed there or who live on these municipally owned flight train- 
ing schools. 

They could be caught, you see, under this third category, a sudden 
and substantial impact into Federal contract. But they are not 
eligible under the so-called categories 1 and 2. 

The number is fairly near the same in each one of these. 

The one being Federal property, the children there are countable. 
And in the other eight, they are not countable. And the committee 
has included as Federal property these municipally owned airfields, 
wherever flight training is conducted in the contract with the Air 
Force. 

Mr. Contey. I might interject, Dr. Lillywhite has just been talking 
to section 102 of the bill. That section makes the amendment regard- 
ing the flight training school. That is on page 2 of the bill. 

Mr. Lititywuire. Then we come back to this Presidential finding. 
I could have continued right on. I did not know it came quite so 
soon. 

The Presidential finding of defense contracts, immigration of labor 
causing a critical school increase. When that was put in, in August 
of 1953, the President delegated responsibility for making that finding, 
(1) on defense contracts, to the Office of Defense Mobilization: (2) 
immigration of labor to the Department of Labor; and (3) critical 
shortage of school facilities for the immigrants to the Office of 
Education. 

It took some time to get that procedure set up and established. It 
was continued in the law when it was extended from 1954 to 1956. 
And when the discussion came in the House about this matter, there was 
some question as to the length of time required to make this Presi 
dential finding before we then can go ahead and start the eligibility 
requirements, 
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And the House committee inserted a restriction that such findings 
had to be made within 90 days after the date the application is sub- 
mitted. 

Senator Hii. Now there is no limitation ¢ 

Mr. Littywurre. No limitation. Or there will be an affirmative 
finding; if any of the three findings are not made within 90 days, 
that finding would be in the affirmative. I do not know whether I 
have covered all of it or not. 

Mr. Contry. That is section 106 (a) (4) of the bill. That is at the 
bottom of page 3 and the top of page 4. 

Senator Hit. Some thought the 90 d: ays was too long. Some Sen- 
ators have suggested that to me. What about that? 

Mr. Littywurre. It take quite a bit of time. These applications 
come in and the school districts list the plants that they say have de- 
fense contracts. And we submit the list of plants toODM. And they 
certify which ones have and which ones have not, and send them back, 

We eliminate those that have not been certified. Those certified are 
sent to the Department of Labor. They must go out to the field and 
have their people in the States, in employ ment services, go out and 
make a field survey and find out whether or not there has been an 
immigration required because of this defense contract. It takes 
some doing. 

Senator Hitt. In other words, you go out to the field and really 
make a personal check as to who has moved into that community and 
why they moved in. Did they move in because of the necessity to 
properly provide personnel for this plant ¢ 

Mr. Littywurre. I think that is right. They do it in a number of 
different ways. They already have a good bit of information about 
the labor force. Here is a defense contract to this particular plant. 
Does it increase the employment by 5,000 or 2,000 and where is the 
labor force coming from.’ So they talk with the plant and they know 
from their statistics what the labor situation is. And they make their 
judgment on that basis. 

Senator Hix. Can they do this adequately in 90 days? 

Mr. coma It has taken longer than 90 days in the past, sir. 

Senator Hitt. It has? That is pretty much the experience on down 
the line, isn’t it? It takes more than 90 days? I can understand this. 
Here is a plant that they are going to put in such a community. As 
soon as the contract is signed and all of that business, so far as the 
Office of Defense Mobilization is concerned, they will certify that 
there is a plant going into that place. 

But it takes some months of time, maybe, to build the plant. And 
then after it is built, they may not start full operation. It takes time 
to build up the personnel. 

Mr. Littywurre. A brand new plant is not so much of a problem. 

Senator Hitt. What is the problem ? 

Mr. Littywuire. The problem is contracts to existing plants that 
have already been going along on regular business and cet a contract 
for jet engines or whatnot, and they step up the oper ation. 

Do they take it in addition to their regular force or did they drop 
off some of their employees and replace it with this? If it is in addi- 
tion, do they require immigration of labor? Those are the problems 
they have. 
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Senator Hitt. Or do they go on overtime or bring in additional 
personne! ¢ 

Mr. Littywuire. Those are the problems. 

Senator Hit. If they go on overtime, you have no additional people ? 

Mr. Littywuire. No additional people. 

Senator Hi. If they bring in other personnel, then you do have 
maybe a school problem. 

Mr. Littywuire. These are concentrated, as you could well imagine, 
in the industrial areas. And the biggest group is in the De — metro- 
politan area, the Long Island area in New York, and in Los Angeles 
County. There are a few in Connecticut, some in the Kansas area, 
and a few other isolated places. 

Senator Hitt. You thought maybe the 90 days is too short? Do 
you have any alternative ? 

Mr. Littywuirr. I think this, from the standpoint of the school 
district, it is a long time. From the standpoint of the Department 
of Labor being able to make its finding, it will rush them pretty fast. 
And we have the problem, after these plants are certified and we 
know whether there has been immigration, of getting a field report 
to determine whether or not we have to have our people go out and 
check these school facilities to see if this defense immigration has 
caused this shortage. 

The shortage just by suburbanization or increased birthrate or peo- 

le moving out who had no connection with this plant, that is easy, 

ut you have to go out, and this Presidential finding requires you to 
determine whether this immigration has caused a critical shortage. So 
it takes us a bit of time. 

Senator Hirt. After this Presidental finding is once made, is it 
subject to any change or modification, as a practical proposition ¢ 

Mr. Liuuywurrr. If this bill is extended, we start out from June 
1956 to June 1958. The Department of Labor cannot certify with 
certainty beyond 3 or 6 months. Usually these applications get in 
here in the fall and they get over to the Department of Labor in Janu- 
ary or February. 

They have already had the experience of 6 months, but they can 
certify to June 1955. They cannot certify for the second year. So 
they are subject to resubmission. 

It might change the next year. It is a continuous process. If the 
school superintendent got evidence that kids were coming in, then he 
asks for a resurvey and review of this problem. It changes. 

Mr. Contry. I would like to point out one ambiguity in the existing 
law as well as in the amendment in the bill. 

The law and the bill talk in terms of immigration. There is con- 
siderable uncertainty as to whether that means immigration into the 

area which would normally be a labor market area, a large me tropoli- 
tan area, or immigration into the school district which may be just 
a few blocks in the area, or either in the area or the school district, 
whichever is more advantageous to the applicant. 

I say there has been confusion on that score. 

Earlier it was applied almost exclusively immigration into a labor 

market area. More recently they have been picking up immigration 
into a school district, even though there is no substantial immigra- 
tion into the whole area. 
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I think it would be well if the committee would attempt to clarify 
just what is meant there, whether it is immigration in one or the 
other or either. 

The original concept was one of the same concepts they had on 
the critical defense housing areas, when they had the defense hous- 
ing in the citizens program, and the area, I think, was intended to 
be either a labor market area or, perhaps, a smaller area. But, cer- 
tainly, not a school district. 

There is, I understand, very little immigration into the labor market 
areas at this time. So far if we Smeal the old original concept, I 
think, all of these applications or most of them would have to be 
denied because there could be no finding of a substantial immigra- 
tion into the whole area from outside of the area. 

Senator Hix. It would be a question of the worker already within 
this local labor market, so to speak, moving into the school district 
with the idea that he would be closer to his work. 

Or in some instance—I do not know whether it would be true in 
many of these plants—the company might even have some company 
houses, something of that kind, and say, “You are going to work wit 
us, now we will let you into one of our houses.” 

He moves right into that school district. 

Mr. Littywuire. Some of these are very small and you can see them. 

Senator Hiri. You mean the school district ? 

Mr. Littywuire. The labor market. In others, it is a tremendous 
thing, like Detroit. 

Senator Hitz. I understand. ; 

Mr. Contey. As I understand, the large bulk of the applications 
and the payments in the past have come from the Los Angeles area, 
the Detroit area, and the Long Island area. 

Mr. Littywuire. That is correct. 

Mr. Contry. These are large metropolitan areas with a lot of school 
districts. So that it is very difficult to ascertain whether, because a 
man moved from one side of the area to another, he moved because he 
wanted to change environment or because he could be employed at 
a particular plant. 

Senator Hitt. Suppose you just took out of here any provision of 
immigration, then your findings would not be so difficult, would they ? 

Mr. Littywuire. It would not take so much time. 

Senator Hitt. That is what I mean. 

Mr. Coney. That would eliminate to a large extent, if not entirely, 
the activities of the Department of Labor. And those are the ones 
that consume the large part of the time. 

Isn’t that right ? 

Mr. Littywuite. Yes. They take 80 percent of the time. 

Senator Hix. Did you have any language about this? 

Mr. Contey. As I see it, sir, there are at least three alternatives to 
clarify this point or improve it or make it more workable, at least. 

One would be to make it clear that “area” means “labor market 
area ;” and “immigration” is “immigration into the labor market area.” 

Senator Hixx. Let us illustrate that with a city like Detroit. What 
would be the labor market area in a city like that? 

Mr. Coney. It would be the entire metropolitan area. 

Mr. Littywuire. Three counties. 
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Mr. Contry. I understand there are about three counties. A great 
number of school districts. 

Mr. Littywuairtr. I think probably the effect of that change would 
be to eliminate or to disapprove all applications from the Detroit area, 
because there is very little immigration from outside of Detroit into 
Detroit. 

The second alternative would be to indicate that it is either immi- 
gration into the school district or into the area, whichever enables the 
person to qualify. It would be quite arbitrary. 

It ought to be one or the other. 

The third would be to eliminate the paragraph entirely and make 
changes in the rest of the section to require only a showing that there 
be a new defense plant or an expansion in the defense plant in the 
area and that it has resulted in increased employment. I mean an 
increase in the employment at the plant, plus the fact that the school 
district has not enough facilities to take care of the number of defense 
workers who happen to reside in this school district. 

Mr. Littywuire. For your further help on that, after this finding 
is made, the critical area finding, then our determination of eligibility 
finds that there has been an increase in that school district during the 
2-year period of this 10 percent of the children, because they came 
in to work at one of these Government contracts, and that the school 
district cannot—under the means test, it has unhoused schoolchildren, 
and under the means test it does not have enough funds to provide 
school facilities. 

That is the finding we make for eligibility after the critical area is 
dletermined. 

Mr. Coney. In terms of an amendment on the last one, it seems to 
me at the top of page 4 of the bill, you see the capital A is defining that 
there is an expansion of defense activity in the area. 

The capital B clause, starting with line 6 is the finding of immigra- 
tion with the ambiguity, as you will see, as to whether the immigra- 
tion is. 

You might change line 6 and line 7 to read something like this: 

Expanded, which has required a substantial increase in the number of defense 
workers or military personnel required to carry out the activities of such plant 
or installation. 

And then you could cut out all of D as such, although I picked up 
some of it. 

And then C, line 12, after “military personnel,” you could say, “at 
such defense plant.” 

The result would be that it would have to be a defense plant. There 
would have to be an increase in employment on account of the defense 
contract, and there would have to be a finding that there are not enough 
school facilities to take care of the defense workers in the particular 
school district. 

Senator Hit. ars the commitee saw fit to accept the suggestion 
and it became law, how long would it take to make a finding under 
your suggestion ¢ 

Mr. Contey. I will have to refer that. 

Mr. Littywurre. It takes about 214 to 3 weeks for the Office of De- 
fense Mobilization to make their finding. And the other 4 or 5 months 
is taken by the Department of Labor in its field investigation. 
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Mr. Coney. If you retain a requirement that there must be some 
increase in employment at the defense plant which I have suggested, if 
you want to do it, somebody would have to go in to find out that the em- 
ployment at the plant has increased. 

Mr. Lu.tywurre. What I was going to say on that is that under Pub- 
lic Law 874 that catches the same category. We require the applica- 
tion, the employment in the plant, at the beginning of the period. And 
that there has been an increase in employment because of that contract. 
We find that out under 874. And I think we could do it here. 

Mr. Contey. We could work out the details. My principal purpose 
in raising it is to point out the ambiguity and the alternatives that are 
open. 

rif the committee would indicate which alternative it prefers why we 
could work out some language. 

Senator Hm. You never did answer my question about how long, 
if we made this change. You told me it takes the Defense Mobilization 
Office about 214 weeks and then you spoke about the Labor Depart- 
ment. 

How long do you think it would take altogether ? 

Mr. Littywuiter. We would have have our field representatives go 
in and make the report on the critical shortage of school facilities 
caused by this immigration. That takes about 4 or 5 days for a report. 
And if there are a couple of hundred of these, it will take some length 
of time for the last one. 

But we can get reports in reasonably rapid. 

I think it would take us, on the average, 90 days. I think we could 
do the first one inside of 2 weeks and come on. 

But if you had 150 applications hit you on the cutoff date, before 
the last ones could be finished, it would be a bit of time. 

Senator Hix. It would take ~ou about 90 days? 

Mr. Littywurre. I think so. 

Mr. Contry. One trouble with the 90-day clause is that the implica- 
tion is that all applications will take 90 days. Mr. Lillywhite points 
out we would hope to take care of a lot of them in much less than 
90 days. 

Mr. Littywuirte. That is right. 

Mr. Contry. And could do so without the limitation, of course. 

Senator Hitz. Do you have any other suggestion about this 90- 
day clause? 

Mr. Littywuire. If it is left as it is, I think that the Department 
of Labor will have a very difficult time meeting the 90-day limitation. 
They said they would try, in meetings we had where we talked with 
them, but I think they would have a difficult time meeting it. 

We find it quite impossible to go ahead to make the third finding, 
the critical shortage of school facilities, until after we know whether 
this plant is qualified for the other two. 

So our field reports, which we just talked about here, come after 
the finding by the Department of Labor. 

So I do not think all 3 can be made under the 90-day limitation. 

Senator Hiii. You cannot make your finding until you get the cer- 
tificates from the ODM and the findings of the Labor Department? 

Mr. Littywurre. We could go through our eligibility requirements 
ahead of time and not send them over, but that takes the 2 months 
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before you even send them over. So you are caught either way you 
move. 

Senator Hiit. Was this matter pretty thoroughly discussed in the 
House committee ? 

Mr. Lutywurre. It was discussed at considerable length in the 
House committee. And in the full committee this 90-day limitation 
was put on because of some dissatisfaction with the length of time 
taken under the normal procedure. 

Senator Hut. Is it true that the subcommittee took this 90 days out 
completely and then it was reinstated by the full committee? 

Mr. Littywurre. The subcommittee first voted at one time whether 
or not they should eliminate the Presidential finding completely, just 
. go back to the regular eligibility requirement, and that was voted 

own. 

And they voted a second time to eliminate the Presidential finding, 
and that is the way the subcommittee bill went to the full committee, 
and when the full committee took the matter up they put it back 
in with the 90-day limitation. 

Senator Hitt. Does anyone else have any questions about this 90 
days? 

(No response. ) 

Senator Hii. You have got quite a problem here, Mr. Lillywhite. 
Then the full committee decided on this 90 days! 

Mr. Littywurtre. That is right. 

Mr. Contey. In the subcommittee their final vote was to strike 
out the whole finding. I mean, just eliminate it. 

Senator Hut. To eliminate it entirely ? 

Mr. Contey. Asa requirement. The 90 days was by way of a com- 
promise between eliminating it entirely and doing something to ex- 
pedite action under it. 

The result of it is that if for any reason the finding cannot be made 
within 90 days the application is acted on as if the requirement did 
not exist. 

Senator Hm. Once that application is acted on, of course, you 
have got your eligibility established ? 

Mr. Littywuire. No. 

Senator Hizi. Haven’t you? 

Mr. Lu.ywurre. No; you have simply found that the plant is lo- 
cated within a critical area. Then you go ahead and run it through 
the eligibility requirements as described. 

Senator Hitz. Then you do not pay any money, of course, until you 
go through the eligibility requirements? 

Mr. Littywuire. That is right. I think you ought to know, Sena- 
tor, that we pay no money to any school district in any category unless 
they have got unhoused schoolchildren. 

ante Hix. Unless they have what? 

Mr. Littywuite. Unhoused schoolchildren. In other words, there 
are more schoolchildren than school-housing facilities there. 

Senator Hii. I realize that. Unless somebody has some other 
question on that, I guess we might as well go to the next item. 

Mr. Littywuire. The next item has to do with counting children in 
the A and the B categories; the B category primarily. 

Senator Hitz. That is living off the Federal property ? 
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Mr. Litiyrwnrre. That is right. Counting children transferred— 
children of the members of the Armed Forces assigned overseas or 
elsewhere. That is on page 3, line 5, of the bill. 

As it stands now, a man enters the military service—he is drafted or 
volunteers—and is sent to a base, say, he is sent to Camp Rucker, and 
he takes his family with him and he lives in the community. You 
count his child for both Public Law 815 and Publie Law 874. He re- 
mains there for a year or 2 years or 3 years. And he is sent overseas 
or to a distant base. 

Since he is not employed on nontaxable Federal property located in 
the same State or within reasonable commuting distance, then the 
child is no longer countable under the law. 

Senator Hrii. You mean the present law? 

Mr. Littywutre. Yes. This amendment provides that if a child 
has migrated into a district, with his parent, who is subsequently 
transferred to a distant base away from reasonable commuting dis- 
tance, the child shall continue to be counted for purposes of 874 and 
815. 

One other thing about this amendment, you take all of those chil- 
dren that are there in the 1953-54 school year, whether counted before 
or not, and you take only the increase under this amendment in the 
2-year period of those children, the increase from 1956 to 1958. 

Senator Hitt. In other words, these children are already counted 
because they are already in? 

Mr. Latuywuirte. Most have. 

Senator Hitt. By virtue of the fact that their fathers were on the 
Federal reservation ? 

Mr. Littywurre. Came in there at one time-and have been counted. 

Senator Hix. They were employed on the Federal reservation. 
_ Mr. Littywurre. Most of them have been counted when they came 
in. 

Senator Hix. You are still addressing yourself to construction? 

Mr. Littywuire. Yes. Most of these are repeated in the other ones, 
so I will be very brief. 

This counting children transferred from a Government-owned 
school, we call it the China Lake amendment. 

Senator Hitt. What section is that? 

Mr. Littywurre. That is on page 4, line 13. It was put in primarily 
to help a situation out at the Naval Ordnance Test Depot at Inyokern, 
Calif. It is not restricted to that, but for the time, what we can see 
now, this is the one situation that fits it. And it is a very complicated 
detailed thing. 

I will say briefly they have a high school on the Federal base, built 
by the Government when the base was established. And they have got 
a growth around, outside of the base. And there is a friction about 
going through the security fence onto the school. And there is an in- 
crease in elementary kids on the base and there is an increase in high- 
school kids on the base and off the base. 

And after quite a great detailed study about the situation, the high- 
school district decided that it would be better to take a high school off 
base, turn over the existing high school for elementary-school 
purposes. 

So about what this amendment does is to say that whenever a Govern- 
ment-owned building, whenever it is decided with respect to a Govern- 
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ment-owned building that it can be used better for different school pur- 
poses, then the children that it unhouses by transferring it to a different 
school purpose, can be counted as an increase, provided the schooi dis- 
trict concerned submits an application to build a school for them. 
It is a very technical detailed sort of thing. 

Senator Hitt. The bells have rung and we will have to answer. 

Senator Murray. We will recess for a few minutes. 

( Recess. ) 

Senator Murray. We might as well go ahead with your testimony. 

Mr. Lattywuire. The next amendment has to do with the transfer 
of federally owned housing to a local community or to a private owner 
by sale. 

eaaiag Murray. What place in the bill is that 

Mr. Luuywurire. That would be page 5, line 4. And that amend. 
ment provides that wherever housing is removed from Federal owner- 
ship by sale or relinquishment, that the children, the federally con- 
nected children who are in that housing, will be removed from the base 

riod from which you count the increase and will also be removed 

rom the increase itself. 

In other words, you have a thousand children in a Federal housing 
pone last June, the property is sold this September, they are not 

ederally connected children: 

Without this amendment you immediately lose a thousand federally 
connected kids, and the school district would have to increase a thou- 
sand federally connected children before it could count any toward 
the increase. 

What this does is to take them out of the base period, that thousand 
is removed out of the base period and you cannot count them as an 
increase. 

So that you can compute the increase from any federally connected 
children that you had, minus this number that were in the housing 
project. 

Senator Murray. Do you think that a reasonable amendment that 
should be adopted ? 

Mr. Littywuirte. Do you want to comment_on that ? 

Mr. Conuey. From the point of view of the school district it has 
the same number of.children and.the same need for school facilities 
after the transfer of the property as it did before. The effect of the 
law now is to immediately count them as not Federal children, so that 
under the law they actually suffer a decrease in the number of Federal 
children. 

If they get another increase in some other housing project, why they 
have to offset that increase against the decrease resulting from the 
transfer. So often they end up with zero. And yet they say they 
have more children than they had when they started. 

The argument against it is that as soon as that property is trans- 
ferred to private ownership it becomes taxable, and their whole tax 
resource is increased by this taxable property. They can then borrow 
more money and build their buildings and pay for them out of the 
taxes on this property. 

In effect, they are sort of doubly blessed because they got a new 
Federal school when these children came in at the same time the project 
was federally owned, and now it is transferred to a taxable status and 
they have the incomefrom the project aswell. 
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So the Department opposed the amendment on that ground and on 
the general ground indicated in our report that we prefer no amend- 
ments at all at this time. 

Senator Murray. Better than no amendments? 

Mr. Contey. Our position was one that any substantive amendment, 
apart from the extension of the law, would best be postponed until 
the whole law can be comprehensively reviewed. 

As to this particular amendment we thought it unwise on its merits. 

Senator Murray. You may proceed. 

Mr. Littxywnuire. The next amendment has'to do with eligibility 
requirements for payment of children. It is on page 5, beginning on 
line 15. 

I explained in talking about the categories of children that you 
not only had to have the increase in federally connected children 
during the 2-year period, but before you could count any of those 
children in the increase, a school district must also have a 10-percent 
increase in its non-Federal children during the 2-year period. 

That 10-percent non-Federal growth was put in to assure that 
school districts that. are getting this money would have about the 
same absorption requirement or would absorb without payment about 
the same number of children that a rapidly growing school district 
did that was not federally affected. 

At the time it was put in the percent increase that could be expected 
in these rapidly growing communities was about 5 percent a year. 

So over the 2-year period they made the non-Federal growth 110 

ercent. That birthrate increase growth has varied up and down. 
ive percent about at the highest, on an average, in the United States, 
and down to 3 percent on the average. 

Over the past decade it has been a little over 4 percent. 

Testimony came into this subcommittee over on the House side to 
have it cut down to 6 percent. It had already been 110. So they 
settled as a sort of compromise on 107, instead of 110 percent. 

Senator Hitz. What about that? From your experience in the 
administration of this act, was there rea] equity in reducing that from 
110 to 107? 

Mr. Littyrwutre. Of course, we haven’t had it apply yet. The 110- 
percent requirement, that is, the 10 percent non-Federal growth, re- 
duced the payments that. some school districts would have gotten, 
because they didn’t have the Federal growth equal’to 10 percent. 

So they absorbed that amount, didn’t count that many federally 
connected children. 

The birthrate requirement this year—do you know what it is ex- 
pected to be this year ? 

Mr. Hucues. It is about 4 percent. 

Mr. Litiywurre. It is expected to be about 4 percent a year which 
would be 8 percent in 2 years. And this is 7 percent and the former 
was 10 percent. 

A real Federal impact area has birthrate increase in non-Federal as 
well as federally connected, too. Things are moving up. 

Senator Hii. The population is growing all of the time. As, of 
course, it grows, the school population grows; is that right ? 

Mr. Litywuire. That is rmght.. There are other things happening 
around these areas. More stores and so on. 
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Senator Huu. This overall would take in all children within the 
particular school] district, would it ¢ 

Mr. Luywurre. You take out the federally connected children 
you had at the beginning of the period, the rest are non-Federal, 
and you have to have at the end of the period 10 percent more of those 
non-Federal children before you can count any federally connected 
children toward entitlement. That is what the present law means. 
It would be under this amendment 7 percent. 

Senator Hix. Instead of 10 percent, it would be 7 percent. 

Mr. Lutywuaire. That is right. 

Senator Hii. On the increase in the non-Federal ¢ 

Mr. Littyrwuire. In the non-Federal children; yes. 

Senator Hii. This would apply for the 2 years / 

Mr. Littywutre. Two-year period. 

Senator Hiii. 1957 and 1958? 

Mr. Littrwuite. Fiscal year 1957 and 1958. 

Senator Hi. That would be 2 years from July last; is that right? 

Mr. Lutywuire. That is right. 

Senator Hux. Do you have any other suggestions about this? 

Mr. Littywuiter. No. I haven't any. 

Senator Hix. Any questions by anybody here? 

Senator Murray. We will proceed with the next. 

Mr. Litrwuire. This next amendment, advance approval in pay- 
ment is found on page 5, beginning on line 22. That is what we term 
as a speedup amendment. 

It was occasioned by the circumstances that existed in a number 
of these school districts. You will recall the approval of your hous- 
ing last year, title VIII of the housing project, that authorized 100,000 


—— units on these bases. 


In addition, there are some new airbases. That housing is getting 
underway, or the bases are being reactivated. And children do not 
taove, families do not move their children toward the end of the year. 
They usually wait until school opens, instead of taking them out of 
the school where they have been and moving them to a new place. 

So there will be a lot of children in these new areas, these new im- 
pact areas with new housing and otherwise in the fall, in September. 

Normally, I should say in the law there is what we call the cutoff 
date. And you wait until the cutoff date. Then you take all of the 
applications received by that date and arrange them in order of 
priority of urgency of need. 

If the appropriation you have available is not enough to pay all 
of them, you pay the highest priority. 

All this amendment says is that whenever this increase during this 
next 2-year period is due to military housing authorized and it looks 
like the school district is going to have a high priority anyway, you 
go ahead without waiting for this cutoff date, and above it. 

And the hope is that it would get underway in these critical areas 
2 or 3 months sooner in some of the projects than if you had waited 
until the cut off date before you took action on any of them. 

The final one, sir, relates to title [V. That amendment begins on 
line 16, on page 6. 

Title IV was added to the law by 246 and was adapted specifically 
to those situations where there were large numbers of children living 
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on Federal property, but they did not have the increases that attended 
the military installation. 

It was the Indian reservation type of situation. 

Twenty million dollars was the limit, the authorization for the 
appropriation. The $20 million has been spent. 

The committee felt that there was a need for extension of this title. 
So this simply raises the authorization appropriation from $20 million 
to $40 million. 

Senator Murray. That is a reasonable statement, do you think? 

Mr. Littywutre. We think that there is still a need under title IV. 

And the original authorization of $20 million has been appropriated 
and is gone. If we are going to do any more we will have to have 
more, 

Senator Hix. You will have to have additional authorization if 
you are going to make any more appropriation. 

Mr. Littywurre. That isright. That has been recommended. The 
extension of title IV has been recommended by the President and the 
Department. 

Senator Hitz. That is my understanding. In other words, the 
administration favors the extension of title 1V; is that correct ? 

Mr. Littywurre. That is correct. 

Senator Hii. That is my understanding. 

Senator Murray. You may proceed then with the next one. 

Mr. Littywuire. That completes the amendment to Public Law 
815 and the extension and various amendments made to it, the Con- 
struction Act. 

Senator Hitt. Well, now, the amendments on Public Law 874 are 
about the same. ; 

Mr. Lrutrywarre. Three of them are parallel, almost parellel. 

The children in the public housing that is sold, the children who 
are connected with these municipally owned airbases on which flight 
training is conducted, and the children of members of the armed 
services transferred overseas. Those three are not identical but prac- 
tically the same. 

Senator Hrix. Practically the same. 

Mr. Littywuire. They apply to provisions of the two laws. Other- 
wise, there are at least three major additional amendments made to 
Public Law 874. 

Senator Hi. What are they ? 

Mr. Littywutirte. In the first place, the law was extended 1 year. 
Its termination was not last June. It was June 30, 1957. And the 
House recommended its extension to June 30, 1958, to coincide with 
the termination. 

Senator Hitz. Just to make it run concurrent with the other one? 

Mr. Littywurire. Yes; the second one beginning on page 7, the 
3-percent absorption requirement, which all of you i heard about 
in the past, I am sure. 

Senator Hinz. Yes. 

Mr. Littywurre. That is on line 7, on page 8. The 3-percent ab- 
sorption is eliminated for the current year and the year for which 
the thing has been recommended for extension. . 

Senator Hit. What was the reason for the elimination of that 
absorption? 
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Mr. Lattyrwnarre. I suppose one of the main reasons is that it was 
passed 3 years ago and has been deferred by the Congress for 3 years. 

Senator Hm. That is true. We did that by the appropriation 
route, didn’t we? I mean in each appropriation bill. One year, | 
recall, it was done by legislative enactment, but previously it was done 
by appropriation. 

Mr. Hucues. It started that way in 1955, but finally Public Law 
732 was enacted. 

Mr. Liirwarre. That is right. 

Senator’ Hm. It was done in an appropriation bill, I know, at 
least a couple of times. 

Mr. Hugues. It was started that way. 

The first suspension of the absorption was in Public Law 732 of the 
83d Congress. And then the last suspension by legislation was Public 
Law 382 of the 84th Congress. 

Mr. Litiyrwurre. The elimination of the 3-percent absorption is 
tied up to some extent, or let me say it this way: 

When the 3-percent absorption went into effect, there were other 
changes im the bill. That was a shift from payment on the current 
year’s average daily attendance to payment on the preceding year’s 
<sege daily attendance under section 3. And the purpose of that 
amendment was to speed up payments. 

It has never worked out quite like we thought it would, for two 
reasons : 

In the first place, you can count last year’s average daily attend- 
ance for payment, but you have to take this year’s other Federal pay- 
ments for deductions. So you have to wait on those schools that get 
other Federal payments, anyway. 

And then, because this 3-percent absorption provision has been 
deferred the last day or two of Congress each of the 2 years, we had 
to come back to you for a supplemental for the increased cost. And 
we didn’t get that until in the middle of the year. This year it 
was May 29. 

So that the money has not been there to make the payments. So 
the speedup has not been quite as fast. 

This second amendment then in addition to the 3 percent absorp- 
tion, is a shift back from paying on last year’s daily attendance to 
payment on the current daily attendance. 

Mr. Hueues. That is on page 10, line 7. 

Senator Hix. State that again. 

Mr. Littywuarre. This year, for the first time for 3 years, we shift 
back and make payments, count for payment purposes, the average 
daily attendance the current year, rather than the preceding year. 

I think this might be an ex Lasialftoi: When you pay on last year’s 
average daily attendance under section 3 only, this defense contract 
stuff is still under the current year, what do you do with the children 
who come into Fort Myer? 

Senator Hizx. You mean the additional children? 

Mr. Liutywarrte. The additional children the first year. They were 
counted under section 4 (a). The 4 (a) is the defense-contract type 
of thing. And they were lumped together. The eligibility for those 
children was 5 percent the first. year they were in school. While in 
the going program it was 3 percent. 
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Bills presented to the House committee and introduced into the 
House and considered by the House provided that you eliminate this 
5-percent increase completely, and pay, if there is just 1 child in 
increase, who lives on Federal property, whose parent is employed 
there. The committee had that before it. 

As a compromise, perhaps, between the i: troduced bill and some- 
thing else, they shifted back to the payment on the current year’s 
average daily attendance. Then they fn a! this 3-percent absorp- 
tion requirement for the current year and the next year for which 
they recommended extension and brought back into the bill the cor- 
ollary provisions that go along with this 3-percent eligibility that was 
in the first 3 years. There is a lot of language in here that has to do 
with that. 

Senator Hix. It would seem that the current year’s daily attend- 
ance would be a fairer and more equitable basis than the past years. 

Mr. Littywuire. I do not think anybody questions that. I think 
the big problem on current daily attendance is that we start out, the 
year is beginning, and we have to start paying these school districts 
on what they are going to have this year. They do not know what 
they will have to have until the year is over. 

Average daily attendance you determine at the end of the year, 
They can guess and we can make payments on the estimates. We 
will verify it all the way along. So it will slow up the final payment 
procedure. We can make the original payment all right. 

Senator Hitt. You have to be careful not to overpay. 

Mr. Littrwurre. That is right. 

Senator Hm. You never have gotten any money back; have you? 

Mr. Littywuire. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitt. You have? 

Mr. Littywurre. Yes, sir; we have, 

Senator Hm. Good. 

Mr. Luuywurre. It isa job. There is a lot of correspondence, but 
we have gotten some back. It is a blow to a little school district that 
got $5,000 and finds out it did not have 72 but it had 58 and it has to 
pay back $855 of that. 

We won’t know when we come to your committee nearly as definite 
how much money we will need the next year. 

Senator Hiz. You mean the Appropriations Committee? 

= r. Luutywurre. Yes, because we are guessing for a full year in 
advance, 

The only other amendment, sir, that has not been described in con- 
nection with the construction bill is the rate of payment. 

Senator Hm. What is that? 


Mr. Littrwuire. This begins on page 11, line 1. In the past, when 
the law was first passed, the payment for each federally connected 
child in the A category was presumably based on the loss in local 
taxes. So the amount of rereves for each such child was what com- 

t 


parable communities in 
current operating expenses. 
You have, as you know very well, a great variation among the 
States in the way they finance their educational services. 
Senator Hix. In other words, how much the State itself con- 
tributes, as between the State and the local community ? 


e same State provide during the year for 
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Mr. Littywurre. Yes. And it varies from 95 percent in some 
States, paid by the local communities, up to as much as 80 and 85 
percent in other States, paid by the State. 

So if you are paying under the theory of the law the loss in local 
tax base, you pay the local share. And it can vary as much as the way 
the State divides its financial responsibility. 

When Public Law 248 extended this bill, there was inserted a 
provision which is an alternative to the comparable school districts 
which provided no school district should take less than one-half of 
the State per capita cost. 

That increased the payment in some of those States where the 
majority of the funds were provided from the State. 

his year a new amendment is proposed that there be another 4l- 
ternative minimum rate added which is the national average payment 
made to all school districts under this law the second preceding year. 

That national average payment would simply be all of the A cate- 
gory children for which payments were made to all school districts, 
added to one-half of the 8 category children, for which Federal pay- 
ments were made, divided by the number of payments under those two 
categories. 

And no school district would be required under this amendment 
to take less than that national average. rate. 

Senator Hiri. What this amendment really does is that it takes 
into account the full tax contribution to the schools rather than limit- 
ing it to just the local contribution ; isn’t that right? 

r. Littywuite. It. approaches that. 

Senator Hii. It approaches that? 

Mr. Littywurre. Yes. 


Mr. Contry. There are two technical defects in the House bill, and 
if you would like I will.tell you about those. 
enator Hiix..What. are they? 
Mr. Contry. The first one is over on page 14, line 14 and line 15 of 
the bill, the Housing Act amendment. 
To keep this ropenty as Federal property after it has been trans- 
e 


ferred from the ral ownership. And this is an amendment added 
on the House floor. It is ambiguous and I do not think it carries out 
the actual intent. _ 

Senator Hux. Of the author of the amendment! 

Mr. Coney. That is right. It says for 1 year—I am reading line 
14—it says for 1 year beyond the end of the fiscal year following the 
sale, 

It seems to me that if the sale took place today, July 20, the end of 
the fiscal year following the sale would be the end of fiscal 1958, and 
1 year after that would be the end of fiscal 1959. 

So it seems to me that they are trying to hold it open for almost 3 
years in that case, where actually I think they only intended 1 full 
year and the remainder of the time after the sale. 

So it could be clarified if it said for 1 year beyond the end of the 
fiscal year in which occurred this sale. 

Senator Hitz. Do you not think that was the intent, really? 

Mr. Contey. I think it was, sir. 

Mr. Littywurre. I think that the intent of this is to say whenever 
you sell Federal housing property, it should have a long enough time 
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where you can still count the children until you can get it on the tax 
rolls. Certainly, it ought not to take 3 years. 

Senator Hii. No; that is far, far too long, it seems to me. 

What other technical amendments? 

Mr. Contey. One more technical amendment in the same part, anal- 
ogous to the one earlier. They talk in terms of the sale of housing 
property. on | 

Well, actually a lot of this housing property is not sold. It is 
simply transferred ; it is given. 

The House’ committee realized the error after the bill had’ been 
reported out. So their report in several places points out, “We are 
talking about either a sale or a gift or any transfer.” 

If there is an opportunity to correspond the bill to the language of 
the House report and the intent of all concerned it would be well to 
add there the sale or transfer. I do not think it is important. We 
can construe it, I assume, as including a gift or a transfer. 

Senator Hiix. Of course, if you put any amendment on the bill it 
would have to go back to the House. 

Mr. Contry. That is true. 

Senator Hit. If you correct this intent on this subsection on page 
14, line 14, there would be no reason why you should not do this other, 
too. 

Mr. Contry. It would require a similar one on page 5, line 8, which 
is the housing amendment on 815. It says prior to sale which would 
have to be prior to sale or transfer. 

Mr. Bernstern. Is property ever sold to a municipality ? 

Mr. Contry. As I understand it is not sold. 

Mr. Bernstern. Just relinquished ? 

Mr. Contry. Relinquished. 

Mr. Bernstern. You would not need it m the case of transfer to a 
local unit of government because that would not go on the local tax 
rolls, anyway ? 

Mr. Contey. It is the point of the Federal tax exemption ending. 
It is not a point of not becoming taxable. I think we could con- 
strue it. 

Mr. Bernstetn. The report states sale or relinquishment. 

Mr. Contry. Yes. 

Senator Hit. Is there anything else, Mr. Lillywhite? 

Mr. Litywnirte. Nothing further, unless-you-have questions. 

Anything else, Mr. Conley? 

Mr. Contry. No. 

Senator Hit, Has anybody else any questions here. 

I have a telegram here from Mr. Oscar V. Rose, Mr. Chairman. He 
is superintendent of schools of a Midwest city, Oklahoma City, Okla. 
I will ask that it be put in the record at the conclusion of the testi- 
mony of these gentlemen. 

Senator Murray. It will be carried in the record as requested. 
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(The telegram is as follows :) 
Ox.anoma Crry, OK1A., July 19, 1956. 
Hon. Lister HI, 

United Stutes Senate, Washington, D. C.: 


Appreciate your interest in scheduling early hearings on H. R. 11695. School 
superintendents in federally impacted school district believe it unwise to extend 
hearings by our testimony unless United States Office of Education presents posi- 
tion in opposition to House bill. This a great improvement to present legislation, 
and we have confidence in your leadership to retain these improvements. Will 


appreciate notice if any amendment is in danger in order to contact the oppo- 
sition. 


Sincerely, 


Oscar V. Rosg, 
Superintendent of Schools, Oklahoma City, Okla, 


Senator Hitt. I do not know of any other questions. 


Senator Murray. If there are no other questions and no other mat- 
ters to be considered, the meeting will now be adjourned. 
(Whereupon, at 12: 15 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned.) 
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